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Tiik Guvkhnmknt Oy Bmue established the Mithita 
/nititwte of Post-Graduate Studies and Research in Sanskrit 
Learning at Darbhanga in 1951 with the object, inter-dlis, 
to promote advanced studies and research in Sanskrit 
learning, to bring together the traditional Pandits with their 
profound learning and the modem scholars with their techni¬ 
que of research and investigations, to publish works of 
permanent value to scholars. This Institute is one of the five 
othas planned by this Government as a token of their 
homage to the tradition of learning and acholarship for 
which ancient Bihar was noted. Apart from the Mithila 
Institute, three others have been established and have been 
doing useful work during, the last three or four years— 
Nalanda Institute of Research and Post-Graduate Studies in 
Buddhist Learning and Pali at Nalanda, K. P. Jayaswai 
Research Institute at Patna, and the Bihar Rashtra Bhasha 
Pariehad for research and advanced studies in Hindi at 
Patna. In the establishment of the Mithila Institute the 
State Government received a generous donation from the 
Maharajadhiraja of Darbhanga for construction of the 
building on a plot of land also donated by him. 

As part of this programme of rehabilitating and 
re-orientation of ancient learning and scholarship, the editing 
.and publication of this Volume has been undertaken with 
.fj ■co-operation of scholars in Bihar and outside. The 
ment of Bihar hope to contihuS:- to sponsor such projects 
and ;ttuet that this humble service to the world of scholar¬ 
ship and learoing v/ould beer fruit in the fulness of time, 
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PpETace 


The following pages present the posthumous studies on 
the History of Navya-Nyaya in Mithila by the late Professor 
Dineshchandra Bhattacbarya who was a specialist in the much 
neglected branch of Indology—Study of Mss. His contributions 
on the History ofVaidyaka, Dharmasistra, Navya-NySya and 
Sanskrit Grammar scattered in the pages of different scholarly 
journals will immortalise him. It was in his mature years that 
he began to systamaiise the results of his studiesi His Bengali 
work —Vctige l^avya-NySya-ccrcS was well-received and fetched 
for him the much coveted 'Rabindra Prize' from the Govern¬ 
ment of West Bengal 

It was a matter of gratification that be accepted my offer 
to write a volume on the History of Navya-Nyiya in Mithi^. 
He came to Mithila and examined the Manuscript Libraries of 
the MithilS Institute and Raj Darbhanga, thrown open to him. 
But the beckon from beyond impelled him to make hurry and 
he could not finish the work on the plan chalked out. His 
health was deteriorating rapidly and he breathed his last soon 
after he handed the press copy of the present work over to me, 

The work, however* will show that the author collected 
every available material in India and abroad and gave his consi¬ 
dered and impartial verdict on the problems taken up. It may 
be hoped that it will serve as an invitation to younger scholars 
to carry out further fruitful researches in the line. 

A few minor omissions and anachronisms may be noticed. 
But in the absence of the author, I thought it fit to preserve his 
text as it is. Interested scholars may refer to bis above-men¬ 
tioned Bengali work for mote details. The authc«r could not 
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add hia Introduction which would have much enhanced the 
value of the Volume. 

Profeseor Bhattacharya's MS. collection, so often referred 
to in these pages, has, as It is reported, been donated to the 
Sanskrit Sahitya Parisad, Calcutta, 

I take the opportunity to thank all those, particularly the 
authorities of the Raj Library, Darbhanga, Asiatic Society, 
Bengal, Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute. .Poona, and 
Sarasvati Bhavana, Banaras, who allowed the author to utilize 
the roaterials at their disposal. 

I also like to record with thanb the help I received from 
Prof. Anantalal Thakur of the Institute in carrying the work 
through the press and preparing the index for this volume, 


P, L, Vaidya 

DiTcetor 
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HISTORY OF NAVYA-NVAYA IN MITHILA. 

CHAPTER 1 

udayanAcarya, and his predecessors 

Mituiia with her natural barriers and a compact social 
^and cultural hierarchy has held her own through the millen* 
Slums against disruptive forces, and has shed lustre right from 
the Vedic times in all phases of human Icnowlcdge. Her lite¬ 
rary history has no parallel for its antiquity, diversity and con¬ 
tinuity. By far the greatest contribution, however, that Mithi^ 
has made to the philosophical literature of India is the 
NySya^rLirui, or applied Logic with a very wide sphere of 
operation. This system is broadly divided into two distinct 
schools? ancient and modem. In the following pages we shall 
attempt to give a brief account of the ample materials now 
available throligh further spade-work on the history and biblio- 
-graphy of Natya-NySya or the modem school of Indian 
in MithilL^ 

Hiis modem school is commonly believed to have been 
-founded by Gangesa U^dh 3 ^ya? who only consolidated it. 
The real founder is the great UdayanIcSrya, who had the 
supreme privilege of occupying the threshold to ring out the 
old and usher the new age by his monumental works. On the 

i. Kai MoDomohan Chakravarti Bahadur, who was a schoUr of Botany 
and a member of the Executive Service, was, curiously enough, the first 
in the field and published the results of bis unique labours in an 'excel'' 
lent* paper ( History of Navya~Nydya ifl Bengdl^und hiithilS : JASB, 1915, 
pp. 259-292 ). He was followed notably by MM. Dr. Gopioath Kavicaja, 
vbo succeeded in unravelUDg many new facta ( SaroavtUi Bhavana Studits, 
Vol. III. pp. 81-157). Also S. N. Sfcfaa's History of Tirhut, 1922, 
pp. 1Q8-S6: ^p. A. Sanskrit writers of Michila. lo this book fitmily 
-records «rer% consulted for the first time. Also Dr. Vidyabhusane'a 
History Indian Logie, 1921, Part HI. 
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History of Navya-NySya in Mithila 


one hand Udayana’s Pariludd/ii forms the last part of the sur¬ 
viving classics pf the older school of the NySya popularly 
known as the Quadruplet or the Quintette*, and on the other 
his JCusuniimjaH is up-tili-now a text-book of the Ntiiya-NySya. 
Fortunately all his works are now available in print except a 
major portion of the PdrtiuddAi. These are 


1) LcfepJijar^ilt (VindhyeivarTprasIda's ed.. 18?7, pp. 13), 
a Vaiiesika manual. Its authenticity, which is sometimes ques¬ 
tioned. is proved by a reference in the Sariadariana!aiipaha 
( Abhyankara’s ed, p. 221; the verse cited is from the present 
work ) and by its several commentators viz. l^esa -Sarhfiadhara 
, (fl. 1500 A. D. in the WyayamufettPaii, S. Gosvimin’s ed 
Benares, 1900, pp. 72 ),Bhatta Keiava of the Laugiksi family 
of Benares ( Ms. at Baroda : cf. Tenjore Cat. p, 4643 ), Maha- 
deva Somayaji ( Mahadeva Punatamkara’s Ms. copy at Sara- 
svati Bhavana, Banares ) and Viivanatha Jha of Darbhanga. Its- 
date of composition 906 Saka ( '3?^') is recorded in one 
single Ms. dated 1708 Sanivat ( No. 594 of Sarasvatl Bhavana ) 


2 ) Laksaijamsld : this long-lost Nyiya manual of Udayana 

has at last been discovered and published (/ourrwl o/OnWjl 

Research, Madras, XIX. i. pp. 44-52 ). As there was a Uter- 


1. fowmost Maithil. scholars Vicsspati n and Saiikata refer to the 
older classics as con aieting of Thus— 

V^SJTTO frirPT: 

=‘^'^“*8 the original Soircs to the list 

^ " ‘ Mithda 
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Udayana and his Predecessors 

work of the same name by Sivaditya Mika the anonymous copy 
has been ascribed by the editor to the latter, But it is undoubt¬ 
edly the lost work of Udayana. The first verse is identical 
with that of the Gur^Akirar^SvaU, and ^ivaditya cannot possibly 
have borrowed Udayana’s verse to begin with. The learned 
editor has correctly noted that none of the numerous quotations 
from Sivaditya in the Chitsufeht-ttfea can be traced In the 
present work. We should add that both the quotations found 
in the TSrkikardkfS ( pp- 179 & 225 ) are exactly traced herein 
^ pp 46 & 50 ) and in both places the commentator Mallii«tha 
clearly aacribes the present work to Udayana. The very first 
SCfTii of this manual (TO’ ) is quoted and refuted in 
the Khandam along with two others from the KusumSf^jdli, and 
'Sankara Mi^ra correctly stated that it was taken from the 
Laksa^mSld of NySyScIrya (Saftfecn p. 146). ^i^^ditya 
could have no claim to that title as against Udayana specially in 
Mithili in the tiites'of Sankara. This elementary manual 
ehould be introduced in seminaries with great benefit to 
;beginner$. 

3-4) Atmatattmviveka or Bauddhadhikdra and NySy(i^ 
JCusum^jaii, both published with commentaries in various 
fOditions. 

5) or Prabdha.nddHi, a separate comment¬ 
ary on the 5th chapter of the NySyasUtra> the most intricate 
portion of the book ( edited with Vardhamlna’s PrakShi by 
-N, C. Vedantatirtha, Calcutta, 1938). In the last verse Udayana 
•woefully laments that his exposition will hardly find a reader in 
.a world devoid of intellectual eminence. 

6) NySyu^drHfej-tJtpurya-pansuddhi, better known as 
-the Nihondlw : About one-third of the book was published from 
the Asiatic Society with Vardhamlna’s Prakdsa (pp. 768 ). 

All the above six works of Udayana, it should be carefully 
iioticed, are complete and each of them ends suitably with con- 
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History of Navya-NySya in Milhila 


eluding verses. Only the Parfiuddftt ends with a closing phrase- 
(ifn ^ which is not metrical. ( Tanjor$ Cat., 

p. 4487 ). But the next work is a notable exception on this 
point- 

7) : the celebrated commentary on the Pra^asla* 

pSda-BhIsya upon which a vast literature flourislied in Milhila 
and Bengal It isj as is well-known, incomplete, and as far as 
available ends quite abruptly in the midst of the section on 
Buddhi in the second part of the Bhasya. There is not even 
the word ^ at the end of the extant portion. The editor of 
the Varanasi edition ( Chowkh. cd., p. 340 ) is quite wrong in 
stating that the section on Buddhi ends along svith the extant 
text of the As a matter of ^t, more than a third, 

of the section reznaios unexplained by Udayana and the parti¬ 
cular section of the Bl^sya ends only on page 343 of that edition. 
Only two alternatives are possible here. Either Udayana left 
it incomplete by sudden death or the last portion of the glosa. 
was lost due to unknown causes. The first alternative seema 
to be more probable, though further investigation on the text 
of the Kirai^Svall is necessary.^ 


The chronological order of Udayana^s works (includinif 
Nos. 1*2, which may be taken as preparatory manuals ) is pro¬ 
bably what we have given above. The Atmatattxuiviveka is- 
cited by name in the KusumSHjali ( under V. 3), both of which 
are mentioned in the (pp. 103 & 147 )• The 

Pnrfiuddhi cites the /Cusum<r?tja/i ( S.B. Ms. No. 51, under II., 
i. fol 58b & under II. ii, foil. 63a & 66b. Also Baroda Ms- 


No. 1207 fol 18a under V. ii ), the ( under V. idi,. 

Baroda Ms. foil. 7b, 10b 3c 16b ) and the Atm^tattraiiveka 
( under II. i fol. SSlTalong with Kusuma?ljdii i 


I. It ia Uarat that a further portion of the Kiraijavoli haa lecentJy beuL 
discovered and i$ being edited by Muni £ri Jambuvijayaji, 


Udayana and his Predeceaaors 5 

). VSchaspad cites Prasastapida’s elaborate definition of 
happiness under the caption ( Tstparyatika, p. 

81). Udayana explains it in the PdW^wddhi ( B.I. ed pp. 531*7 
32 ), without referring to the Kirai^Svall, which evidently was 
not yet written or planned. 

It ia clear that Udayana wrote the independent treatises 
before the commentaries. We have left out Nos. 1-2 from this 
investigation, as they are to be taken as mere appendices to 
Nos. 6-7; both of them borrow benedictory verses from No. 6, 
which was composed evidently before them. 

UDAYANA BELONGED TO MITHILA 

For a proper understanding of Udayana’s great achieve¬ 
ment. it is necessary to ascertain the age and envirocmenta in 
which be lived. Though his provenance is not mentioned in 
his works, it is almost universally admitted by scholars that he 
belonged toMithiU. He lived in a village named Kariyona 
^ near the Railway starion Kimataula, where his descendants are 
said to exist still with the surname 'Acarya’ and the ruins of 
his seminary are still pointed out‘. Maithila scholars still 
narrate his anecdotes with delight. An Udayanacarita has 

j ffist. o/Ttrhut, 1922, p. 174 fa. 2. Aoother less-knowo tradition is 
recorded in fn. 3. VidyabhDftma (c, p, 142 ) is quite wrong to mention 
r Mahrom SS his birUj-pUcc. AU the local traditions about Udayans should 
be carefully collected and properly investigated. There was a famous 
UdayanScarya in the BhSduri family of the VSicndra Brahmanas of 
Bengal, who is stated in their genealogical works to be author of the Kusu^ 
mirijali, Wc quote a half-verse from an old BaRji in our possesiioQ; 
<foL3a) 

u IV d <MMi\ tji JTfrai. I 

This widely current tradition is entirely baseless. This Udayans Bbkdurt 
introduced certain refocma in the VSrendca community with the help of • 
the famous KullukaBhat^ sometime after the reign of BallSla Sena. He 
^ lived, therefore, late in the I3th cent A D. Moreover, KusumSlijali alone 
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History of Navya-Nylya in MithilS 

been published ( by M,M. VindhyesvariprasSda in the Introd, 
to the NydyavSnika, 1916) forming the 30th chapter of 
the B^ovisyapurJiya-Pari^ista whidi is on the face of it a recent 
•work. It narrates the interesting story of his academic contest 
with a Buddhist scholar who came to the royal court of Mithila 
with disciples and books for the purpose, Udayana came out 
successful in the debate which lasted for several days, and a 
miracle performed by the Buddhist before a balagrama was 
countered b^y Udayana by a greater miracle. In the final ordeal 
they both jumped from the top of a palm tree in which 
Udayana escaped unhurt and the Buddhist died : Udayana was 
highly honoured by the Lord Jagaimatha at Puri as His own 
incarnation and died a natural death in old age at KSsi. It is 
clearly stated that his descendants were still living in Mithila i- 

SrftRTrar 5 ton: 1. 

fkm: 

A somewhat different version of the story was published 
by Vidyabhusana ( 1. c., p. 142 : originally in the Journal of the 
Buddhist Text Society, 1896, Pt. I, pp. 20-21 ) probably from 
Tibetan sources. When the Buddhist died in the ordeal by 
jumping from the top of a hill, Udayana was stigmatised by the 
Lord Jagannatha as a murderer and died by self-burning, uttei> 
ing the following verse, still widely current among scholars, 
addressing the Lord ;— 

inJRITR I 
^ toft* (I 

and no other work is ascribed to him. The sharp fliog at a 
saka^ in the Ki;rum2?Ijali itself ( under Ill, 14 ) ie a convincing proof that 
the author never belonged to Bengal. A clever Vsrendra scholar of the 
last century wrote { L<igkiibhdrata Vol. Ill, p. 160-60 about Udayana 

BhSduri 

' i 
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The Pauranic version of the story seems to be more reliable. 
Academic contests were the rule* in those days, aod Udayana’s 
contest with a protid Buddhist scholar in the presence of the 
kin^ of K^thila seems to be substantially true. 

We append below an alphabetical list of authorities cited 
directly and indirectly by Udayana in his works. This list is 
obviously not exhaustive and the classical works—the Bhasya, 
Vartika and Praiastapadabhasya as well as the names of Dig- 
nSga and Dhaxmakirti are omitted. We have attempted to 
collect all available information about some of the prominent 
names in the list 


Ai^nttroDBA: the name of this ancient author was 
traced by us in the £>idWti-tifea of Rudra Tarkavagisa { grand¬ 
son of Bhavananda SiddhlntavagKa) of Navadvipa, who com¬ 
posed it about 1660 A.D.' There are two references both on 
the denotation of a pronoun. It now appears that he is prob¬ 
ably identical with the author of the Vtvarana^pafijiks, a com¬ 
mentary on the BhSsya, VSTtika znd Tstparyti. In Udayana’s 
Pdriiuddhi the comment of a previous commentator on the 
Tstparyatikd is cited and refuted in the following passage 

^ 

I ( pp. 74-5 ). 

( cf. Tstpuryatika, Vlzianagrara edi, p. 6, line 7 ). Whether this 
is a reference to Animddha we cannot say. it is our conjec- 

1. r>id/jiti-R<wdn is an extremely rare book : there ie a unique Ma. copy 
preserved in the Alwai Mahareja^s Library. A complete transcript in 249 
folios was very kindly procured and lent to us by Maharajakumar Dr. 
Raghubir Sinha of Sitamau. The two passages of Aniruddha are found in 
fol. 2lb & 2Za. For Rudra^a date and works tnde our Bengali book VAnge 
NovyarryayacfiircS pp. 144^7. For Aniruddha'a newly discovered com- 
ineDtary vide Dr. J. 8. Jelly's paper in the Journal of OrUnUtl /mtifute 
o/Barodfl, Dec. 1954 to March 1955. pp. 240-44. It is really aurpriaing 
that a l7th century scholar of Navadvipa could mention the Jong^lost name 
of an* ancient authority on the N>3yii> who probably preceded Udayana. 
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History of Navy»-Nylya ii> MithllS 

tore that the following passage of the PdTiiuddhi (fbl. 94b 
under I. L 40 ) may be a reference to Aniruddha t— ^ 7^ 

Kawdai.I-kaka: In the whole history of Indian Logic 
there is only one author Sridharlclrya who definitely stated 
the date of composition of his major and only surviving work, 
the NyJydfeondiiii, and the date 913 Saka ( 991-2 A. D, ) is 
happily beyond any dispute.’ RSjaiekhara, a Jaina scholar, 
wrote a sulxommentary on the Ny 2 ya/«indali in 1226 Saka 
{ 1304 A.D.). He stated that the first commcniary on the 
Pra^tapsSdhhs^'a is the Vyoma'Cll, the second one the NySy<i~ 
kandali and the third one is Udayana^s KtTunii/vjf?. In other 
words Sridhara of Bengal preceded Udayana. This chrono¬ 
logical order is exactly corroborated by internal evidence abuit- 
dantly found in the three great Vailcaka classics. Though 
Udayana has not referred to Sridhara or his work by name he 
undoubtedly consulted his work and refuted hie views at every 
atep in the Jrah, 

'(i) Vidindra explains the line 

(KiTaitOvall, Chowkh. cd., p. 5) as a refutation of ^rldharS* 

1. Vizianagram ed.^ p 331. In the inCrod. ( p. St. fn. 5 ) the editor ztotes 
.and rejects a variant 'variSbde' for ^Sikabde*. The variant ia maoifeafiy 
wrong, for the word 'var|a’ is a aynonym of the word 'abda' and can by no 
stretch of exegeais be taken to mean the 'Vihrama-Samvat'. Rlja^bm’i 
passage is cited in the Introd., pp. 19*^0. Vtds also Peterson's third Riport. 
1SS7, p. 273 ). For Sildhara's account vide OUT Bengali work Vangt 
.NavyanySyacharchU p. 6^. He belonged to a village named Bhurisr;(i still 
.existing in the Hughli district of West Bengal. §(idhaia*s profound 
scholarship in all the six systems of philosophy, so much In evidence in 
bis extant work, turned his native place into a famous seat of learning in 
Eastern India. K^fna MUra, the court poet of Chindella KirtlvarciS, 
:about a century after Sridhara describes Mr. Pride of his immortal drama 
Probodhachandrodaya as an inhabitant of this very birth*place of §r!dhara. 
Evidently the poet's attack was diiecud against a proud scholar, may be, 
•of ^ndhara's own family. 
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carya ( BJ. ed.,. 

p. (ill about to be published ). Vadindra ( fl. about 1225 
A. n.) is the earliest commentator on the Kira^SvaVi so far 
available. 

" (ii) Sridhara’s welbknown views about which he care¬ 

fully recorded thrice in the KanduCi ( pp. 9, 179, 240 )• 
apparently as his own, were discussed m the KirandvaR 
(B,I. Ed., pp. 111-12) and VardbarnSna detinitcly states here 
i*N(rl. Vardhamana voijches for the KandaLi- 
kara^s priority to Udayana also in the Gumpraksia 
p ( S. B. Ed., p. 77 vide Kir/ii}Svail, Ben. Ed., p. 204 ). 

(Hi) The line ^ ^I =1 p. 110 ) 

is also exactly laken from the KandoR ( p. 9, last line ). 

(iv) Sinularly the line ^ of 

the KiranSvaR ( p, 58 ) refers to the Katidalt ( pp. 4.1I» 
13-14 ).* 

( v) In the section on JfeJsd ( Kirai}dvali, Ben. Ed., p. 109 ^ 
we find 

^ 3 I This is also a clear reference to 

the Kandall ( p. 60 ) as stated by the late Mm. V. P. Dube. 
{ vide Intr. to the NySyakandaR, pp. 21-22 ). 

^ (th) In the section on PftWvi in the K/indafi (p. 31) we read:— 

R* |*rl hR*! in^ ^ ^ ^ d. • 

This argument is exactly reproduced in the Kiras^Svad 
( Ben. Ed., p. 52, B. I. Ed., p. 224 ) with the heading W 
and refuted. MathuranStha Tarkavigiia in his 
Dravyakird7}dv<il\T(iha£ya (Ms No. 139 of the Cal. Sana., 
College, fol. 88a) comments here— 

I V 

< Mathuxanitha must have had access to an unknown source: 
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in the present case, as he is not borrowing either from 
Vardhamana or PadmanSbha, both of whom are silent on 
the point. 

<vii) In the second part (Gunakhanda) of his book also Udayana 
controverts the views of the Kandall in several places. For 
instance we read on page 160 :— 

I This is a clear reference to the Kandall 
(p, 94 ) and Udayana’s manner of refutation seems to 
suggest that he had contact with Sridhara’s pupils. 

{viii) The passage H 5 WTPT WS^f^tk (Kirai}avali, p. 176) 

is also a refutation of the KdndaR ( p. 104 ). Compare 
also p. 266 of the Kirandt^alt ( with the 

Kflnd<ilt ( p. 179 ). 

It shotld be motioned here that Sankara Miira in the 
Ka^i^idarahasya stated three cases where the views of the 
Khndait are refuted in the KiTan^^v<^^^ and in every case the 
views controverted belong not to the Kandall at all but to the 
Vyomavatx : Vide KanSdarahasya ( pp. 81, 82 & 86 ) and the 
Vyornavatl ( pp. 488, 494 & 502 ). The fact remains, however, 
that Srldhara^s priority to Udayana was quite well-known in 
iahkara’s times. 

Before the publication of the Kandall it was the opinion 
of MM. Vindhyelvaiiprasada that Udayana preceded ^ridhaia, 
■who wrote the Kandali on the basis of the Kiranavalt {Introd,, 
1941 V. S., p. 25 ). Subsequently he held the view that they 
were contemporaries and made a ^tement, which is on the 
face of it almost absurd, that they cited each other’s views 
( Introd. to the Kandalh pp. 20-22 ). As a matter of fact the 
two instances of Sndhara’s citation from Udayana referred to 
here (ibid. p. 21 f. n. 3 ) are quite wrong. In the first instance 
^rldhara states that according to some scholars ( and Udayana 
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is not certainly one of them ) the age^ifference between the 
young and the old is caused not by the time-element but by the 
number of revolutions of the sun ’( Kandali p, 64 )—a view 
ascribed in the LilSvail ( p. Z83 ) to the and found 

already cited in the Vyoimvdtx ( p. 343 ) and the Tstpavyafikd 
of \^caspati ( p. 280 ). In the second instance (KendoH p. 119) 
it is Udayana who violently criticises ( p. 204 ) ^ridhaia 
STSFnft Srldhaxa has nowhere 

referred to the peculiar views of Udayana, who proves hircself 
to be far more advanced and intricate in his arguments than. 
Sridhara, for instance on the subject of the perceptibility of 


ysyu ( iCirafiSvcli, pp. 82«84, Kandati p. 46 ). Nevertheless, 
eminent scholars relying on the statement of the late MM. 
believed that SrTdhara Uved to ’ refute the views of Udayana 


( Keith : Indian Logic and Atomism, 1921, p. 32 r also S. B, 
Studies, Vol. in, pp. 111-12 ). 


KaSifAkaba r A passage of the Atmatattvaviveka ( B. I. 
cd., p. 837 ^ and cf. also Kiran2vali, p. 101 and 

NySyafilava^, Chowkh. ed., pp. 260-61 ) refers according to 
Sankara Mi^ra to KasikSkara L e. Sucarita Milra, author of the 
KsUka on the Blchavsniha, The variant KamkSkira is evi¬ 
dently wrong as we are unable to trace the passage in Vlca^ 
patl’s NySyakanikd* Moreover, this KHikSkSra is cited also by 
Ratnakirti in two of his tracts— IkvarasSdhanadU^m^ ( P* 42 ^ 
and Vyaptininjaya (p. 99) and Ratnakirti elsewhere cites^ 
Vacaspati's Kar^hS separately.^ 


VyovA^TVAOABtA :—Udayana in the KiranSvaS ( p. 114 y 
while explaining the argument establishing as a separate- 
entity quot es the following passage :— __ 

I. Vide RatnakirtiaibandliSvall edited by ADantalal Thakur, p. 9. AI» 

J. B. R. S.. XXXVII, Pt, 3*4- Prof Thakur’$ paper "Ratnakirti and his 
works'' ( p. 4 of Reprint). The lower limit of Sucarita's date is now Hxed 
at iOOO A. 1>. before the times of Udayana and Kacnaklrti. These tracts d£ 
Ratoaiirti throw a flood of light oft a dark age, 
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The reference is evidently to Vacaspati ( cf. Totparyaixks, p. 

But curiously enough Vardhamlna in his gloss 
here definitely identifies this Acarya with Vyoma^ivlcirya^ 
and not \^ca8pati. This can only be explained by the 
assumption that according to Vardhamana VSeaspati came 
after Vyomaiiva. It should be noted in this connection 
that a careful study of the relevant passages of the Vyomavati 
( pp. 342-43 ). Aanddli ( pr« 64 5 I6&'9 ), Taiparya\ikc { pp. 
280-1 ) and Llldvati ( p. 283 ), seems to show that all the 
scholars including VSeaspati attempted here to meet a 
familiar argument ascribed in the LilSi^ati to the ( of 

Bhasarvajha ) :—^ ^ I «i 

5 % Vyomaiiva preceded both Udayana 

and Sridhara, Let us give some references on the point* On 
p. 46 of the Kandaii the views of a scholar ( fed^cit) on the 
perceptibility oivSyu is refuted. The views belong to Vyoma- 
iiva ( pp. 272-4 ). Udayana ( pp. 82-84 ) mainly ag rees with 
Sridhara here but criticises one of his arguments: ^ 
m I # 3^ 1 On p. 52 of the Kandali the 

grammatical explanation of the word is a direct answer 

to Vyomaiiva’s objection ( p. 300 )# The views of 'ek$^ on 
p. 134 & 136 are exactly taken from the Vyomavatl ( pp. 474, 
-477 ), The scathing criticism of the solution of an 'un-schoolcd* 
intellectual ( Kaj\M\ p. 147 ) is also directed against Vyomaliva 
•( p. 490 ). Compare also p. 200 of tiie Kandali § with 
p, 563 of the Vyonuudtt } here also Udayana agrees with 
Sridhara* On p. 392 of the VyomavaH a temple apparently 
built by a contemporary monarch named Sriharsa is referred to 
by way of illustration : ^ I This monarch can- 

not certainly be id entical with the great-Harsavardhana, who 

1. Vardharftaoa’s gloss is corrected in the erratA as'VyomalikliScbSrya/ 
but the reading 'Vyoma4iv5charya* i« found in a Ms, of Kirar}lval\p*Aks6A 
;preserved in the Vanglya SaW^ya Parijad, Calcutta ( foL 61b ). 
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reigned about four centuries before Sridbara. The latter 
.scathing remarks about Vyomaiiva ( KandaU pp. 146-47 ) point 
normally to a contemporary scholar, slightly senior to him. We 
are inclined, therefore, to identify the monarch with Sriharsa- 
deva of Mslava, the grandfether of the famous Bhojadeva. 
'This Srjhar§a’s known dates range from 1005 to 1029 V. 5. 

( 948-72 A. i‘. ). The Vyomavatl was written about 950 a. d, 
and quickly circulated among scholars of the different parts of 
India through the patronage of the Malava king, 
was the pupil of a very distinguished scholar, who had written 
a number of dialectical tracts mainly against Buddhist views 
^ ^ inde VyomAvail pp* 46, 189. 308, 399, 546, 557, 565, 584 & 

586 ). Unfortunately his name is not mentioned by Vyomaiiva. 
A saint Vyomasiva is abundantly eulogised in w. 22-42 of the 
Ranod stone inscription ( Ep. Jnd., I, pp. 351-61) and it has 
been suggested that he is identical with the present author 
(Introd# to Tarkdsafigraha G.O.S-, p. XIX ] also X, pp. 

165-6 ). But the undated inscription has been assigned to the 
end of the 10th or the beginning of the 11th cent, a, d. and 
unless the date is pushed back by half a century the identifica¬ 
tion cannot stand. It has been suggested ( Journ. G. Jha R. L 
Vol. Ill, p. 44 ) that the date of the inscription along with that 
of Vyomasiva and his patron Harsavardhana is about 645 a. t >, 
more than three centuries before the date indicated by paleo¬ 
graphy. This is on the face of it impossible and places the 
numerous authorities cited by Vyomaiiva ( Dharmakirti, Kuma- 
rila, Prabhikara and others ) even before 500 a, d., of which 
•we have not the slightest evidence yet discovered. Avandvarman 
mentioned in the inscription is not the Maukhari king, but 
the KaOTir monarch who reigned In the 9th century a. The 
statement that Vyomaliva’s views on Moksa have been cited by 
Man^a and the Jaina scholar Akalahka cannot be substary 
tiated 

JKAnasbI : UdayAna wrote the Atmatattvaviveka to meet 
^ the arguments of Buddhist scholars and among them by far the 
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greatest target of his attack xvas JnSnairl. Though he is men* 
tioned by name only once in the book ( B.L ed., p. 292 ) we 
gather from Sankara Mirra's commentary that he is cited and 
refuted more than a dozen times (289, 292-3, 317i 356, 367, 
371, 436, 453, 464-5, 489-90 & 841 ). The AimataUvaviveha 
is the very first work of Udayana and it should be carefully 
noted that the first stroke of bis genius was brought forth by 
his conflict with the last and the greatest dialectician among 
Buddhist logicians viz. Acarya JKlnasrimitra—a fact which is 
now entirely forgotten.^ The following facts about JnanaSu 
( who should not be confused with the Kashmirian Jnlna^i- 
bhadra ) should be carefully considered. As many as twelve of 
his dialectical treatises in original Sanskrit have been discovered 
in Tibet and their photographs are now preserved in the Bihar 
Research Society. These are 

ftrii, and Except 

i>l4^KU|4RRTl^. a small tract of only 6 folios, none of his works 
nor any of the numerous works of his disciple Ratnakirti have 
been translated into Tibetan. This proves that a period of 
decadence has already set in among the Buddhists and that they 
were losing in the intellectual fight with their opponents. This 
is one of the reasons why Buddhism soon perished in India. 

Jitenasn^s masterpiece is the and this was 

sharply attacked by Udayana in his youthful zeal in a masterly 
way- We shall refer here to one brilliant stroke of Udayana as 
an illustration. Jnanairi summarises his arguments in favour 
of the theory of momentaxiness by the logical method of 
difference in one single verse :— 




' 1. Anantalal Thakur JH&Qalnmitra and His worka—JBR8, Buddha* 
Jayanti Special Issue, pp. 186-92. 
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This verse is quoted by Udayana in the ( B. I. Ed. 

p. 713 : ^TRferr ) and by Ratnakirti ( Tracts, p. 62) under 

the caption But in the Atmatattveviveka it is fully 

answered with remarkable banter and biting criticism and hur¬ 
led back at its author with the change of three words :— 

( B, 1. Ed. p. 423 ). As typical instances 
of Udayana's early style we reproduce two of his remarks under 
this topic iTT^: jt ## il... 

ll Jnana^ri is also cited 

by Udayana in the P-ariluddhi under III. ii, 17 :— 

(Chap. 

3, fol. 13a). It is wonderful how apparently with maturity of 
age and scholarship Udayana gives up his bantering style alto¬ 
gether. Even a banter of Jnanairi which he carefully repro- 
duces here {?i%f 

(ih. fob 13b ) could not bring out a retort from 
him. His answer was simple and dignified ( 

It is our conjecture that JnSnasrl was alive 
when the Atmatattvdviveka was composed, but he was dead 
when the Pariiuddhi was written. That may have been another 
reason for Udayana to adopt a sober style. 

JMnairi, according to Tibetan evidence, was born in 
Gauda and was a pillar of Vikiamasila in hiagadba. ( Vidya- 
bhusana, pi 341 )• When Naropanta just before his death 
visited Vikramaiila (in 1038 a. t>,) "he leaned on the right 
arm of Atik while Jranahlmitra helped him with his left arm'’ 
(Indian Pandits in Tibet, 1893, p. 21 ). This proves that 
Jnanasri was junior in age to Naropanta and was a true contem¬ 
porary of AtI5a or Dipankara ^rijnana ( 982-1055 a. p.). By 
all circtjmstances of age, attainments and provenance, therefore, 
Ji^lnairi was a formidable opponent of Udayana, whose emi¬ 
nence in the field of scholarship sprang firom a desire to refute 
this Buddhist Philosopher and incidentally the first inception of 
the modern school of Logic resulted from the conflict. * 
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Trilocawa: He was the professor (acceding to 
Vardhamana) of Vicaspati as stated by himself ( Tatparya 
r, 87) Udayana informs us that though a considerable 
uUrature based on the standard work V^t.^had 

before VScaspati ( Pariiuddhi. p.9-.’^ 
failed miserably because the vigorous Varlifea tradition had 
long vanished. It was Trilocana who revived it. Jnanaki at 
the end of his masterpiece regarded him as oneofthegrea 
pillars of Indian Logie (J.B.R.S,, XXXVI. pt. 1-2) 

aPTfttflsd 5 ri; ii 

Actual passages from Trilocana were hitherto almost imtrace- 
able in the classical works. Only one reference to him we 
Suld trace in the Pariiuddhi under III. ii. 17, where Vacaapatis 
passage beginning with ( p. 388, last me ) «. accord- 

Sg to^Udayana, ( fol. 12b ), a refutation of Trilocana. A much 
more important reference is found m the following Pf s^^ge =.f 
NjayosSr^cara by Bhatta Raghava ( Ms. No.^ 65 of the 
Sarasvatl Bhavana, dated 1252 a. d. ) :-~y g 

I ( fol 39a the por¬ 
tion within brackets is restored in the margm ; t-ide Nyayosara 
B I ed p 13 )• This makes Trilocana earlier than Bbasan'ajna. 
Many important facts are now available about TrilocaM 
from recently pubHshed Buddhist works. In Ratnakirti s 
Sunimitoiddhi ( p. 18 ) there is a quotation ftom Tnlocara s 
Nyayuprafelrnafett. In Durveka Milra’s Dlmrmottarapradxpa 
(Patna 1955 ) there is a long quotodon from Trilocana a 
Nvawifclia^attfea (pp. 173-74) ending with the enigmatic 
phrase >frtram,ll A ‘Karnafa m 

rags’ probably points to his place of origin in the Katril(a coud- 
tcy of South India. The most important discovery at the present 
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moipent is the fact that Trilocana's raastcrpiecc was named 
the Nyay<imanjiiTh probably identical with the Bhajyiittfea cited 
above. HU dUtmguished pupil VSeaspati in his earliest work' 
the NySydlwnifea distinctly mentions it in hia obeisance to his. 
professor in verse 3 at the beginning :— 

snrfti ?Tjft sjrt u 

That this cannot be a reference to Jayanta's celebrated work, 
will be convincingly proved by the following evidence. Ratna- 
kirti wrote all hia works as abridgments of larger works of his 
teacher JnanaSri> There is a quotation from Trilocana in a 
tract of Ratnakirti ( B. 1. ed. p. 58, Patna ed., p, 79 ) which is 
exactly borrowed from Jnanairps K^ar^hhahgad\ySya. But the 
latter refers it to the author of the NyRyamoHijan ( 

). 3 subsequent passage also Jiilnairi clearly 

indicates that the NyflyamuTljari is a work of Trilocana (?Wt 

^ ^ . 

fol, 15a ). In his livaravadadu^ana Jnanairi quotes again from, 
the Maajari of Trilocana ( fol. Z2b ).* It 

will now be quite clearly understood that Aniruddha’s nume¬ 
rous reference to the MaSjan ( Baroda, Dec. 54-March 
55, pp. 241-44 ) are not to Jayanta at all as mistaken by the- 
learned Doctor but to Trilocana. The first two important 
references by Aniruddha are under the Sutras 11. i. 20-21 which, 
are not even touched by Jayanta. Aniruddha refers to Tri¬ 
locana by name separately, but he does not seem to b& 
acquainted with Jayanta or his work. It should also be carefully 
noted that none of the Buddhist scholars ever referred to 

1. AnantaJai Thakur : Ratoakirti and His Works, J.B.R.S., Vol. XXXVII. 

2. We axe indebted to Prof. Aoactalal Thakur of the Mithila Institute- 
fbt kindly drawing our atteotioo to these passages discovered by hiox 
after painful search. The photographs of these valuable works are- 
preserved in the Bihar Research Society. ( vide Prof. Anantala] Tbakur's 
notes on Gum Trilocbana in J.B.R.S., Vol. XL!, pc. IV, pp. 508-10 8c 
rC.,VoI.XlV. No. 1. pp. 36-40 J, 
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Jayanta or his work. He was alcnost unknown in Eastern India, 
the venue of the great intellectual conflict bewen the Bud¬ 
dhists and the Tirthikas. A well-known definition of the term 

Vyapti {) Is really of Trilocana ( Moksakara s 
TdTkahhS^d, p. 23 ). 

Ratn’akIbti : According to Sankara Miira Udayana routed 
the views of this Buddhist scholar in two places in the Atmn- 
Uttwviv^ka ( B.I. ed., pp. 435 & 462 ). Both the passages are 

traceable in the CfiitrsdiJflitflsiddhi, a tract of Ratnakirti men¬ 
tioned by himself in the Ksai)ahhaf\gGsiddhi ( B.I. ed., p. 71» 
Patna ed., p. 90 ) and published recently from Patna (vide 
Ratm^ninib&ndhavali 1957,). Ratnakirti was a prolific writer. - 
Besides the ten works published he wrote at least three • 
mentioned by himself, which are yet to be discovered. His 
works were mostly abridged from the elaborate and larger 
treatises of his teaser JrSnairl: as stated by himself at the end 
of the Sarvaj^asiddhi ( p. 28 ) that work was but a summary by 
^worthy’ Ratnakirti who was frightened at the prolixity of ms 
teacher (^ ^ I).' This proves 

that JnSndri reached the peak in the dialectics of the Buddhist 
Logic and he lived to witness the fright of his worthy pupil 
who failed to meet the trenchant aiticisms of Udayana against 
his own teacher. For it is our conjecture that like JnSnasri 
Ratnakirti was alive when the Atmatattvavivehd was written. 
Instead he only gratified himself by reproducing the arguments 
ofjninalri against Vacaspati. Thelatter^s brilUant advice to 
his Buddhist opponent for ‘silence* ( Tdtpdrya, p. 115 ) is 
answered by Ratnakirti ( B. I. ed. p. 64 ) evidently in the lang¬ 
uage of Jnanalri, but the retort of Udayana remains unanswered. 
Udayana*8 sarcastic reference to Jffinain^s lessoiw to his sense- 
Jess* pupil is evidently meant as a fling at Ratnakirti* 

Raja£ulapAda : a Buddhist logician cited by Ratnakirti 
- ( Patna ed, p. 96 ). He preceded VSeaspati. For under V. ii. 3 

1. latroductioii, KatoaklrtiaibaQdhavsIi. 
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Wcaspati ( p. 496 ) quotes ao unnamed opponent ( 

q?:) and refutes his arguments with the concluding remarks r— 

The same phrase also occurs under V. i. 17 
( p. 481 ). There is little doubt that in both the places th& 
rrference is to this hitherto unknown Buddhist scholar, who 
probably belonged to a royal femily. 

Sanatani r Sankara Mi ^ra in his Vsdivinoda ( p. 2 ) refers 
to this scholar, according to whom a debate ( ‘katha’) is four¬ 
fold and not three-fold as almost universally regarded. The 
f selfsame view of Sanatani is also referred to by Vacaspati 
Miha II in the Tattvdloka (fol- 82a) and the NySrttfnapTakiUa 
( fol. 34a ) as traced by us. It now appears that both Sankara 
and Vacaspati derived their information from the following 
illuminating passage of the PuriSuddhi under I. ii. 1 :— 

^W- tot: I ¥ ( ?R1^ ) 

y I ^ wlWHf 5ft I ^ ^ arft ^ ftuim 

i ( fol. 95b : vide Tstparya, p. 215 ). This proves that 
Saiwtani was an ancient Acarya who preceded VIcaspati and 
belonged to Bengal. Under V. i. 1 there is a discussion as to* 
what is the gist of the whole chapter. According to ^natani 
&c. it is sautiny ( 'pariksa’) and according to others, include 
ing presumably Vacaspati ( p. 473 ) it is definition. Udayana 
, accepts the latter view ( fol. 2a of Chap. V of the Pcrisiiddht 
)• VardhatMna in the Tattvabodhi elaborately 
brings out the arguments in favour of the former view charac¬ 
terising it as the older one ( fol. 3a JrRTSt^*nf?ni^). Under- 
V. i. 32 again Vardhamlna has a long and interesting discussioa 
as to why the Sutraksura defined 'anltyasama* before 'nityasamaf ‘ 
by changing the order of his own list (in V. i. 1), Two fon** 
met views on the intricate point axe stated and rejected by* 
Vardhaimina, who gave his own explanation in the matter ( folk 
• 57-58 ), which as far as we know, is not touched by any other 
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•commentator. At the conclusion he raised the qtjestion whether 
the Bhlfyalara was really responsible for this change of order 
and cot the Sfltraklra. On the authority of ancient SeSryas 
like Slnitani Vardhamlna positively asserted that it was done 
by the SOtrakSra himself :—WT ^ g 

is^ fife 

So the supreme authority of this 
ancient scholar of Bengal, who must have written a commentary 
on the Nyayadariana, was still recognised in the times of 
Vardhanwna. 

Sttir\TSA : was the professor of Udayana himself. This 
important fact, which was quite unknown till recently, is now 
revealed through an examination of the unpublished portion of 
the Pdri^udd/ii. Udayana begins each chapter of the Pdriiudd/ii 
with a prayer verse ( vide Tanjore Cat. pp. 4433-87 ), But the 
second chapter has the following additional verse :—' 

sraw ^ iWt \ 

5r: 

TOT TOlfir U 

It is a fact that VSeaspati’s commentary is expansive on the 
first chapter ( forming about half of the whole book ), where 
his profound exposition has been aptly described by Udayana 
as desert-springs. Udayana likewise exhausted his scholarship 
upon this chapter and disposed of the rest very briefly (the last 
four chapters of the Pariiuddki together comprising only 62 
folios out of a total of 165 ) after taking lessons, it now appears, 
from irivatsa. There are five quotations from Srlvatsa in the 
Paniuddhi, The first one under II. i, 68 runs :—( fol, 58b of 

1. The reading in the Tanjore Ms. ( Cat., p. 4484 ) is corrupt We have 
given above the reading found in two Mas. ( No. 49 & 51 ) of the 
^arasvaci Bhavana, Varanasi, which agrees with Chat of the older copy 
( 1501 Vikrama Saravat ) preserved in rotograph in the Mithila loatitute; 
except that for TOT in the last line it reads TOT. 




Udayana and his Predecessors 


21 


Ms. No. 51 of the Sarasvati Bhavana ) ^ 

#7^ srf^ i 

"«r ff ?%( 

I ’H'jl‘a<—«m 

^i(^ 1 tJ Srivatsa is here finding fault with 

Vacaspati exactly quoting his words, which are defended by 
Udayana, So Srivatsa was definitely junior to \^caspati. Under 
11. ii. 1 (fol. 59a ) Srivatsa answers the charge of overlapping 
of matter in the two parts of the chapter. The next quotaibn 
from Srivatsa is as follows:—( from a Ms. in our possession : 
also fol. dab of the rotograph, chapter III) 




Tj 


qfrf^: I 




^ OTTfWn ^ Sfg4f|dV ft ftg 

tpfTB I ;rwf 5t tn \ tFsr^sf^ 

i SPJT^mr % tR^V: ^ 

?! g TTt^sfTO: sn 11:5 ^ snvF^n^TRnft^ qsw- 

s iTOi r w ^ I ^ ) s^r^fera- 

r<ji4.^j^f^ I I( (fol. 7b, 

under III. i. 27 ; cf. Ta{p<iTyattfe3, Vizia. Ed., p. 363 ) 

The topic of consistent relation between the different 
Prakaranas forming a chapter, dealt with here, marks a distinct 
improvement upon \^ca8pati’s gloss, where it is not touched 
upon. Udayana reproduces the argtiments of Srivatsa here with 
approval. In the next quotation under III. ii. 66 ( Tdtparya. 
p. 409 ) Sravatsa finds out a fallacy not detected by'V^caapati 


3 K In the last quotation under V. ii. 1 

Srivatsa finds fault, this time, with the Sutrakara for the absence 
of compound in the Sutra and here again Udayana answers his 
objection : ( fol. 16a of Baroda Ms. of chapter V : the name of 
Srivatsa is omitted in the rotograph, fol. 7) 

wn^: ll Whether Udayana has quoted these passages 
from any written work of Srivatsa or from hie verbal lessions it 
is not possible to determine at present. As no quotation of 
Srivatsa is traceable anjfwhere else up till now it may be con¬ 
jectured that Srivatsa, who presumably like his distinguished 
pupil belonged to Mithill, did not write any book. 

Vaoaspati : Wrote the BhSimil, one of the classical works 
of the Sankara school of the VedSnta, towards the end of his 
life. He mentioned therein all the previous works of his own 
in the following order : 

Of these Seven works the second TattutsamikfS, a commentary 
on the pie-Sahkara Vedanta work of Mandana named Brchmc- 
«ddhi, is lost. The rest raises VSeaspati to a position of supreme 
authority in all the Eve systems of Indian philosophy ( omitting 
the Vaiie^ika which was ignored by him )—a position quite 
unique in the whole history of Indian culture. We are con¬ 
cerned here only with his Nyaya work, the TdtparyatikS, which 
cams for him in the field of Indian Logic the title of fikakara 
or better 'latparyacarya,* both used by Udayana. His success 
in this single work was quite extraordinary, as he pushed out 


1. Thakur ; TstparyaeSrya, J.A.S.B., VoJ, X7II., 1951, pp. 240-43. 
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'of existence all the previous works upon the or the 

Vsrtika^ And it is a long list, as we can pther from recent 
-discoveries.^ Among those who controverted Buddhist views 
and wrote commentaries, like Udyotakara, on the 
Priticandra and BhSvivekta preceded Dhannakirti and Avid- 
dhakarna came after him ( vide Vsd^inySyd with comm., 1936, 
.pp. 88, 96. 140 & 142 : also 35, 40, 78,92 & 109 ). Durveka 
mentions three later names Adhyayana, author of the Bucitlfea 
( Vharmottaraprddipa, p. 175), Trilocana ( pp. 173-4 ) and 
Vi^varufa ( p. 175 ), All their works have perished due to 
Vacaspati’s pre-eminence. 

VSeaspati undoubtedly belonged to Mithill- We mention 
two local traditions. According to some he belonged to the 
village Makaranda in Mithi^.* According to a note left by 
•Chanda Jhl. the famous poet of Mithite., Vacaspati belonged to 
the village TOtm within the Pargana now situated 

in Saharsa district forming the eastern boundary of Darbhanga, 
There is a couplet of Chanda Jha, where eight adjacent villages, 
including Badagam, are mentioned as the place of Vacaspati 

*!<«*[ ^ f 

l( 

The names of ail the villages, it is curious to notice, begin with 
the same letter. Vacaspati’s place of origin in Mithi^ can be 
•confirmed from internal evidence found in hia works, For in&* • 
tance, in the NydyakanihQ ( p, 301) as an illustration of an 
intricate argument occurs the following remarkable passage 
5T ^ m\i¥l \ Silahrada, 

which must have been a famous place in Vgcaspatl’s times is 
difficult to identify now. It was the birth-place of Madhavakua» 

1. Thakur ; Introduction : RatnaklrumbandbavaJl. 

Z. Sihitya-Pariiat-PatrihS, Calcutta, Vol. 11 ( 1904 A.D.). p, 75. .The 
Btory of Vscaapati and hia wife ntmed BhSmatl la related ia thia paper. 
"We are not aware where the village is lituated. The next tradition seems 
eo be more reliable. 
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a famous Vaidyaka author who is usually claimed a$ a Bengali 
and lived about 900925 A, D.’* Presumably Vacaspali lived 
somewhere between PStaliputra in Magadha and SilShrada in 
Bengal, There cannot be any doubt that Vicaspati was a native 
of Eastern India. In the Bhclrmiti under Uii. 1 Vacaspati men¬ 
tions an unusual word *Hadi’ in the following passage 

^ iv^r TO' ^ 3 

The word is explained 
in the Kalpatavu as a wooden frame with holes to bind crimi¬ 
nals by the leg ( ^ g f^mUTrqjr ). In 

this peculiar sense the word is still used in MithilS. The only 
lexicon where the word occurs is the Sahdamsls of Ramesvara 
(), from which it was borrowed in Wilson’s 
dictionary and the ^ahdakalpiidruina. VScaspati’s peculiar 
verdict ( Tdiparyatikd, p. 346 ) on mustard oil, respected in 
Bengal and MithilS, may also be regarded as a corroboration of 
his Maithila origin. 

VaoasPati’s i^AnoN : At the end of the Bhdmuti Vacaspati k 
paid a glowing tribute to a monarch named N ?. G A, who was 
reigning when that work was finished. The panegyric in a 
couple of verses though oft-quoted is reproduced below as it 
requires to be carefully analysed now under a new light. 

I 

m Ilk r 

11 ^ 

It appears that this monarch of holy renown has then reached 
the peak of his glory, his exemplary life providing an unattain¬ 
able ideal for contemporary kings. There is no direct reference 
here to his military success, which must have ended long ago. 

The Bh5fTKitt is the last work of ^^caspati. There is an impor¬ 
tant reference to a reigning monarch in the following passage 
1. I.H.Q.,XXin.pp. 153-54. ^ ^ 
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of his very fixst work, the Nydyakaniku ( p. 290 )' :— 

g snyi^W*!! M It is tempting to identify 
this monarch with Adilura cf Bengal, who is credited in all. 
genealogical works of lUdhiya and \^endra Brahmanas with 
inviting and settling their first ancestors within his dominions^ 
But all reliable evidence places this Adi^uxa cf Bengal about 
700 A.D. before the rise of the Pala dynasty. It is much more 
probable that AdUura like Adimalla is a honorific title and not 
a proper name at ail. It was apparently assumed by king 
N G A when early in his career he was a 'conquering’ 
monarch. We heard a tradition in Mithila that Nyga belonged, 
to the Gupta dynasty. If Adi^ura is taken as his surname he 
might have belonged to an excinct 'Sora^ dynasty of Mithila, a 
scion of which migrated to East Bengal early in the 14th 
century. 


This brings us to the great problem of his date. The 
following evidences which seems to have escaped the notice of 
eminent scholars places him certainly in the lOtb century i. d.. 
and not before. (1) \^ca8pati aligns himself definitely to the 
school of Mandana both in MiownsS and Vedanta. In the 
NySyakar^kS, a commentary on Magana’s Vidhiviveha, there 
is an exact quotation from a Buddhist scholar ^ p. 187 )• 
TOrt It' 

The very same quotation is found also in the TdiparyatlkS 
{ p. 339 ) under II. ii. 63 under the caption 
Stcherbatsky has shown ( Buddhist Logic, 1. p. 476 fn.,& Jl, 
p. 405 fF.) that the quotation is from the ApohiprakaraiyL of 
Dharmottara preserved in Tibetan. According to Vacaspaja 
Mapdaua was refuting the views of Dharmottara in th^ 
nal passage of tiie Vtdhiviwfeti. Tlus makes Mandana a ji^iqr 
contem porary of Dharmottara. According to Tibetan. 
li VoJ. 57r PP- 66*70. 
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Dharmottaia flourished under King Vanapila in the middle of 
the 9th century a. d., though Vanapala is a mythical name 
coming after the first four or five names of the Paia dynasty. 
{Vidyabhu^a: pp. 329 & 518. Also Peg Sam» Index, 
p. xxxiv : read Vanapila for Nayaplla ). A more definite 
reference to Dhaimottara is found in the Pajctcrofigrtii (IV. 
498 ) under the reign of Jayipida ( circa 800 A.D.) thus :— 

This clear date for both Dharmottara and Mandana cannot be 
lightly brushed aside. There Is evidence that a long period of 
time, say about a century, intervened between Mandana and 
Kumaiila. Mandana not only quoted exact passages of Kumirila 
and Prabhihara (and the latter came after Kumirila ) but, 
according to N^caspati, views of an ‘old school of Prabhikara’ 
{ ) ere cited by him (NySyahafxikS, pp. 96 k 109), 

Tiranatha, the Tibetan historian, records in a true historical 
.apirit the views of two ancient historians on the exact date of 
the foundation of the Plla dynasty by Goplla I. According to 
Indradatta, Gopala was elected one year after what must have 
been a famous event in those times viz. the death of “Achlrya 
Mimafiisaha” (‘spyod-pa*), while accordir^ to Ksemendra- 
bhadra it was seven years after that event (Schiefher, 1869, 
p. 204)i The reference is evidently to Kun^rila, who died 
thus in the first or second decade of the 8th century A. D. 
Mandana, therefore cannot be placed before 800 A. D. 

There is again a long interval of time betweenfMandana 
and V^caspati. For, in the NySyakanikS ( p. 109 ) Vacaspati 
distinguishes between an ‘old^ and a *new' school of Prabhakara. 
The views ascribed b the passage ^under discussion to the new 
school are identical with those of Silikarwtha ( vide I^juvimala, 
Madras ed., p. 37 : Chowkh. ed., pp. 29-30), who * therefore 
'ibunded a new school of Prabhakara long after PrabhSkara and 
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\5a:^dana. He cannot thus be a direct disdple of PrabbSkara. 
and was only slightly senior to Vicaspati, who refers to him as 
*navln§^'. SalikanSthaU reference to himself as 
does not mean direct discipleship, as interpieted by most of 
the scholars, but only affiliation. Sridhaia similarly refers to 
Kunwrila in the JC^nd^R as 'Guru^ (pp. 248 & 257 ) and 
‘Munlmsl-guni' ( p. 220 ). The earliest date that can be assign 
ned to Vacaspati is 900 a. D. about a century after Mandanai 

( 2 ) Mandana was an earlier contemporary of Sankara- 
cSrya, whose date cannot be placed before 800 a* n. As 
Vacaspati has refuted the views of Sankara's opponent Bhaskars 
in the BkSmati, we cannot place Vacaspati before 900 a. d. 

( 3 ) ^ridhara, the Kandallkara was thoroughly acquain¬ 
ted with the works of Mani^na ( vide KunduR pp. 218, 256, 
271 & 274). He has cited and refuted the views of Mandana 
in the Vidhiviveha ( p, 274 : vide VidWtn* 

veha p. 231 ), but he was quite unacquainted with Vacaspati^ 
who gave here ( pp. 231-32 ) two illuminating interpretations 
of the particular passage of Mandana. §r jdhara, moreover, in 
his famous dissertation on tc^mas ( darkness ) quotes two coup^ 
lets of an unknown author :—( pp. 9-10 ) 

^ 5T 11* 

The same verses are cited by Vacaspati in the Nydyufeotjifecl as 
from ( p. 76 ) with considerable variation oT 

readings; there are five lines in Vacaspati as against four lines 
of the KaT\dal\, This proves that they drew from independent 
sources unknown to each other, Sridhara refutes at some length 
the views of the SSnkhyas on SaikSryavSda and the ancient 
verse is cited there. At first sight It might 
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appear that Sridhara was refuting the views of Vlcaspati^s 
T<ittv<i}uxxmu£ ( under KSriki 9 )? where the same old verse is 
also cited. But a close examination of the passages proves that 
the exact words cited and refuted by Sridhara ( e» g. 

p. 244 ) do not belong to Vicaspati 
at all and the ancient verse is already cited in the older work 
yufetidtpifea ( p, 61 ). The apologetic words uttered by Sridhara 
at the end of the discussion express his veneration to an 
unknown scholar certainly different from Vacaspati ( ^ 

). Similarly the K5rik5 67 explained in the KandaR 
{ p. 284 ) is unaware of Vacaspati’s better comment on the 
word The three lines of KumSrila cited by Sridhara 

in the chapter on SamSnya (p. 320) give again a reading some¬ 
what diEerent fro^ that of VScaspati in the NySyahaniks 
( p. 188 ). Sridhara quotes ( p. 30 ) a line thus t—TO 't 

^ ^ I Here again 
Vacaspati ( TotparyatikS, p, 454 ) adopts a different reading* 
All these point to the inevitable conclusion that Sridhara and 
VSeaspati were close contemporaries and did not consult each 
other's works. They both belonged, therefore, to the last half 
of the 10th century a, d. 

( 4 ) Trilocana preceded Bhlsarvajna as we have stated 
above, (p. 16) Triiocana’s pupil Vicaspati was evidently Junior 
to Bhasarvajna. For, in the pp. 280-81 under 

H. i. 39 ) \^caspati meets an argument ascribed in the Lii Juntt 
{ p. 283 ) to Bhflsa^ L e. BhIsarvajSa, author of the NySya^ 
Similarly Vacaspati was slightly junior to Vyomaiiva 
'( q. V.), who wrote the Vyomavatl about 950 A,D. Here again 
^caapati^a close contemporaneity with Sridhara, who knew 
Vyomaiiva ( and Bhasamjlia }, i$ coohrmed* 

(5) The earliest Buddhist scholar to refer to VSeaspad 
at the present state of our knowledge, Jnaoairl ( q. v.), 
followed by his pupil Ratnaklrd and a much later author ^ 
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MoksSlcaia gupta (vtde the latter’s TafkahhSsSj G. O. S., p. 24)#, 
Vacaspati is not mentioned even by so late an author as 
Durv^a MUra, who was a disciple of Jitari and thus a co-pupil 
•qf Atila. Two of Durveka’s works have have been published, 
the Arcatalok^ ( G. O. S-) and the Dharmottarapradlpa ( Patna, 
1955 ). The sneering remarks of JJl5nalrx towards Vadaspati, 
as reproduced by Ratnaklrti and Udayana, prove that they 
were not separated by a large length of time. It now appears 
that Ratnaldrti adopted a strictly chronological order when 
citing the views of Sankara, Trilocana, NySyabhusa^ and, last 
of all, VSeaspati in the ( B. I. ed. pp. 57-58). 

Jiwnalrl was living still in 1041 a. d. and Vacaspati, the last, 
and the greatest target of his attack, cannot certainly be placed 
before the 10th century a. d. 

( 6 ) Among Hindu scholars the earliest to quote from 
\^caspati is Udayana’s teacher Srlvatsa (q. v.), who must have 
been strictly a contemporary of Jiwnasti; the period of activity 
both of them can now be confidently placed in the first half 
•of the 11th century A.D. ( 1000-1050 A-D. ). , 

( 7 ) The cumulative effect of all the above evidences can 
no longer be doubted. It is simply impossible now to refer the 
date 898 found in Vacaspati’s to the Vik- 

rama era corresponding to 841-42 A,D, This small tract of 
■\^caspati was evidently meant as a supplement to the TdU 
poryatlka, as it is not mentioned separately among his works 
enumerated in the Bhdmatt. It was thus composed along with 
his masterpiece the Tatpayatlka in 898 Saka i. e. 976-77 a. d. 
—a date which must have been very near the birth-dates of 
j ssfiftjS ri and Srlvatsa, both of whom might have seen VacAeJiati 
alive in their early youth. If the books were composed in ,841- 
-42 A. D, Vicaspati’s literary activity must be taken to have 
:« 3 nimenc 0 d about B25 a. n., M two aenturies before 
wielded his poweiftti* pen ‘ for the first -time aaonrfetiddhist 
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scholars to meet his arguments. On the other hand we must 
huddle together all the host of brilliant scholars that preceded 
Vlcaspati just within half a century—Mandana, ^hkara^. 
BhSaarvajna, Trilocana, ^alikaiutha, Vyomaliva &C. dec. On 
the het of it is an absurdity. 

JIK B N D It A ; Towards the end of the Atmtattvavxveka 
Udayana mendons the names of several Buddhist scholars 
branding each of them with one or other of several stigmas. 
Some of the names are new and cannot be identified e. g» 
Sarabha, lU^carya and Subhuti. The two scholars Jinendra 
and Jagadindu,^ though outside the Brahmanical Society, had 
written boobs which arc universally respected ; in other words 
their religion did not stand in the way of their proper apprecia¬ 
tion* This Jinendra U identical with Jinediabuddhi ( as stated 
by the commentator Narayan^arya)» the ^mous author of 
the Kd&\kSvivdrai}<3pa?ijikS, commonly known as the Nydsa, a 
clasdeal work of the Plnini school of grammar* This huge 
work has been fully printed by the Rajshahi Museum and 
throws much new light on the problems connected with the 
composidon of the Ksiikd, A^er a thorough examination of 
all available materials we had come to the conclusion that 
Jinendra lived in 800-850 a. n.* The hets are very briefly 
stated. Jayiditya wrote a complete Vftd about 650 s. n. 
\^ana, a Brahmanic scholars revised the last three chapters- 
not earlier than 700 a. d* This combined work, known as the 
K5^i}Ui, was explained by Jinendra not earlier than 800 i. n. 
for, Jinendra had referred to previous commentaries even oiv 
the later portion of VlUnana. 

This same Jinendrabuddhi had written a large commect- 
tary (the Tibetan version consistmg of 349 leaves ) named 

1. D.V. Ragbavao auggeets that he may be identical with Joindu*. 
Jain Antiquary. 

2. ictred. to Paclbb&^ 2 vttti &e. of Puru^ttama published by the 
Varendra Research Society, Rajababi, pp. 2-5. 
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Viislamalava^ on Digiwga's Pramaiymrmiccdya. Vidya- 
bhusana (1. c. p. 323 ) gives his date as about 725 a. d., 
when Vamana^s portion of the Ksiika was not yet written 
or circulated. According to Durveka Mifra the following 
passage of Arcana ( who was identical with DharniSkaradatta 
vide pp* 233, 261 Sc 4t0) refers to Jinendra's gloss upon 
DIgnaga :—*( Baroda cd., 1949, p. 218) 

ssn^up^... i 
( ih. p, 405) 

'This piece of evidence proves that Areata ( and Dharmottara ) 
cannot be dated before 800 a, d. 

DBARUOTTARa : one of the greatest Buddhist authorities 
after Dhannakirti. He is cited both by V^caspati and 
^ridhara { q. v. ). In the Atmatattvaviveka, according to the 
interpretation of Sankara Milra, Udayana had refuted Dhar¬ 
mottara in one place ( B.I. ed., p. 296 ), The actual passage 
of Dharmottara has been quoted by Sankara. Dharmottara 
flourished according to the Rsjatar^fi^ni (IV, 498 ) in the 
reign of Jaylpida of Kasmira ( c. 800 a. d, ). This date is 
•corroborated by the references in the Arca^sloka (Baroda, 
1249 ). Areata, identical with Dharmakaradatta (ih-, pp, 232, 
.241 & 410 ) was the teacher of Dharmottara according to 
Tibetan evidence (Intro, p. xi). At any rate Dharmottara 
undoubtedly came a^et Archata (vide Dxrrveka’s comm- 
pp. 240, 242-3, 377). According to Durvka (p. 405)' 
Archata has referred to Jinendrabuddbi in one place ( p. 218 ) 
Jinendra ( q. v-) cannot be placed before 800 a. d. 
Dharmottara must, therefore, be placed in the flrst half of. 
-the 9th century a,p. as the Tibetan historians recorded. 

PaAJNAEARA: Cited by Udayana in the Pariiuddhi 
■( pp. 667*8 & 730). The verse cited is evidently from 
Pr^^kara’s masterpiece the PramSiyiviMikalaiikara. Udayana. 
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in the AlrruxMivavivt}ia ( B. 1. ed., p. 907 ) has recorded the- 
important tradition about PxajnSkara that like Dhaimkirti he 
was driven out from the orthodoj: Brahmantc society and had 
no other way but to accept Buddhism. Tibetan historians 
place him in the 10th century A.in (Vidyabhusana, U c. p. 336). 

: In the fCurumclTtjdlt Udayana in his discus 
Sion on k$ar}ihctva ( Stavaka IV, p. 17 ) has cited and refuted 
the views of the ‘followers of Malwvrata’ ( ). In the 

first Stavaka also in the context of Kirika 12 ( p. 57 ) the views 
of Mahavrata have been criticised according to the interpreta¬ 
tion of Varadaraja ( p. 31) who cites the following verse of 
Mahavrata thereon: 

ft 5T 11 

The of Srivallabhlcarya quotes the same verse in 

a brilliant passage which is an elaboration of Udayana’s words 
with an additional half-versc from MahSvrata in the section on 
Sadiskira ( pp. 647‘4S ) t 

^nhRi 11 

Mahavrata is also cited in BhavanStha's Noyoviusfefl ( Madras- 
ed., p. 273 ). There is an important quotation from Mahavra^ 
in M.M. Chandra’s AmrtaHndu ( Ms. No- III. F. 149 of A^tic 

Society, fol. 45a ) which ends 

I KreMM^ra in his allegorical drama Prabod}u> 

chandrodaya paints Mr. Pride ('Ahadik5ra’) as well-read in 
the advanced courses of studies then prevailing in Eastern 
India ; of the six classical works mentioned ( Act II, v. 3 > 
‘MaUivrat? is the last of all. All the works belong to the Bhat^a 
and PrabhSkara schools of the IvTimari^sS,* According to the 
well-informed commentator of the drama h^ndilla-Gopa, Mal«- 
vrata belonged to the Bbatta school and was a rival of the i 
Prabhakara scholar Mahodadhi, who was a class-mate of 4 
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natha and the author of a treatise named Sidd?i5ntdf4^ui^ 

( ). All the four scholars Sliika^ 

Mahodadhi, VScaspati and Malwvrata thus belonged to about: 
the same age. It is our conjecture, however, that the commentator 
has confused the affiliation of the two scholars Mahodadlu and 
Mahavrata. Mahodadhi belonged to the Bbatta school as he* 
had refuted the welhknown ‘AnvitSbhidhana’ theory of the- 
Prabh^ara school (vide Nayaviveka, p. 271 )• MahSvrata, 
therefore, belonged to the Prabl^kara school and as a conse^ 
quence he was cited with approval by M.M> Chandra, who- 
was an authority of the Prabhakaia school and referred in his. 
Work to the classics of his own school alone, 

^ANitABAOASYi I This logician should be carefully distin* 
guished from the great founder of the Advaita VcdSnta, He 
was the earliest among orthodox scholars of Nyaya whose views, 
were refuted by the Buddhist scholars. JrSnalri ( q. v. ) and 
his pupil Ratnakliti mention his name first of all, suggesting' 
that he preceded both Trilocana and BbSsarvajha who are 
named next to him. Ratnakirti has preserved the name of one 
of his works the Sthirosiddhi, from which a passage has been 
cited m the Sc/»r<wtddhidllsii??fl ( Patna ed„ p. 108 ). Vacaspati 
in the TSiparyailkS has referred to him as stated by Udayana. 
in the Pnriiudd/ii. The passages are cited below. 

^ I l ( under III* ii. 17 t 

TStparya, p. 387, line 14 ) 

^feprWrfff i P* 

last line : both from fob Ub of the third chap/of tie Parihd* 
*^dhi preaerved iii 'rofograph in the Mithill Institute ), Both thft 
passages are evidently taken from the StWriwddfti of Safikar*. 
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It should be noticed that \^caspati criticises Sankara’s argu¬ 
ment in the last case. 

friSii 1I fy dfi d ^ * 

Ms. in our possession : under IV. ii. 35. ude Tstparya, p. 465, 

line 11 )• 

This passage also seems to have been taken from the 
StMrflsiddhi.' 

^ankaiaclrya is also cited in the Nyayaparilifta ( p. 17 ) 
as the head of a band of scholars differing from the Bhasya# 
virtikaschooL 

This Sankara should also be distinguished from the ear¬ 
lier ^kaca Svimm referred to ii> Jayanta's Ny3ynmc«jdn 
( Pi 293 ) and other works. 

^alikanatha : According to Vardhamana the following 
passage in the KiTajxSvalx under the interesting topic of ^ 
ocular organ beirkg made up of light or notj cited and refuted 
by Udayana, refers to SlUka* 

I ( Chowkh. ed., p. 75; B. I. ed., p# 288 ) 

Vardhamana notes in the Dravyapraksia 

J (Vahglya Sihitya Parisat Ms. No. 1649, foL 42a). 
The passage is very important^ as pointing to the interesting 
fact, hitherto unknown, that Salikanitha commented on the 
J^raiastapddahhs^a. This is clearly stated by Chennubham 
in the Ta^rkabha^apraksUks (Bombay ed., p. 211 ) where 
another passage is cited 

Tht RasasSra 

1. Some Lost Nyiya Work* and Author* Proceeding*, AIOC, 
Ahmedabad. 


Udayana and his Predecessors 


35 


( pp. 100*1) also quotes him upon PraSastapada. Moreover^ 
as is now well-known, Udayana’s twitting reference to a 
*Gauda’ Mimamsaka, who confounds verses from the Manu-* 
Mmkitcl as Vedic texts (!). is according to Varadarija's note- 
(p. 123) a fling at the 'PancikSklra' (i.c. ^likai^tha). 
Under the same topic ( KustimJfljiih,^ Chap. Ill ) Udayana in 
his own brilliant manner answers ^likanatha directly with 
the change of a single word ( WTHRTJi^ in place of 
the latter *s verses 



( vide Varadaraja^s Kiisumaytialibcxihont, 1922, p. 127 )» 
^iknatha was the greatest authority of the Prabt^ra school 
of the Mimamsa. He wrote three Pd?icth5s, the 
( on the of Prabhakara), the Dipaftfeha (on the Loghin),. 

and the standard work of the school, the Prckarayyipaliciks^, 
besides a BhasyajwTisiste. His works, though written in 
4 Bengal, circulated quickly throughout India. He preceded 
"N^caspati { q. v.). The following humorous verse is current, 
about him in South India:— 

Bh ASK ABA : the famous exponent of the Dvditfldoflitet- 
theory of the VedSnta. He has been cited by Udayana in thft^ 
KusumSryalt ( U, p. 67 : Vardha- 

m 5 na notes )• It« well-known that in 

his Bhisya, published at Varanasi, he refuted Saakaracarya. 
and the views of the Buddhist scholar Dhannaklrti, whooi 
he calls ‘Vipra-Bhiksu’ ( p. 123 ). His views have been citcd» 
and critidsed by V^caspad in the Bhdmnti. 

BaO^i : i. e- Blwsarvajaa. author of the 
-a^mentary on hia. own NySyasSra.. The book, , which Is. 
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•almost indispensable for studies on the history of NySya- 
Vaiksilca literaturer remains yet to be published, though it was 
discovered long ago in a Jaina library beyond the reach of 
scholars ( GanakZrika, Baroda ed., Introd. p. i.). As long ago 
as 1859 A. D., Hall knew (Index, p. 26 ) that the BhUsar^a was 
a work of BhasarvajKa, though there was much confusion later 
on. Udayana cited and refuted the Bhusara several times in 
the KiranSvaR. All the passages are interesting and are, there* 
fore, reproduced below. 

< Chowkh. ed., p/43 )• 

(2) ^ i ( ih., 

p. 160 )# 

I (p. 192 ). 

(4) I ’f'trfipRif;, 

I (t5., p. 232 : 

’Compare LilSvctl p. 856 ). 

None of the above passages is traceable in the Nyflydsdrdj 
*80 they were all taken from the NydychhUsarja, a discursive work 
of great celebrity which earned for the author the epithet Bhu- 
<anakara, by which he was almost universally known. The 
•^rliest writer, as far as can be ascertained from the present 
•materials, who grappled with his views was the Buddhist 
scholar J^nakl The four great ‘pillars' of Indian Logic 

< probably coming from four diifcrcnt quarters) were, accord* 
ing to JnanaSri, Sankara, 'Nyayllahkara^’, Trilocana^ and 
Vacaspati. For exigency of metre, the BhusaM is mentioned 
by a synonym and before Trilocan^ In the body of the books 

Jnanairl and his disciple Rataakirti ( q. v, ) the name Nyaya* 
bhusa^ is clearly given and correctly placed i^ter Trilocana 
AnA b^re Vacaspati. Bhasarvgj^, who very probably belonged 
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to Klsmira, was slightly junior to Triiocana and slightly senior 
to VScaspati and lived about the middle of the 10th century 
A. It is knotvn that in the Bhusa^ the views of the 
Buddhist scholar Praji^ara are controvertetL (Introduction 
to Gar^kSrikd ). 

Udatana's PaB-SMUJSHOB: Udayana through hU nu¬ 
merous works secured a position in the learned world 
which was quite enviable. From the 12th century onwards 
he was looked upon as the greatest exponent of the Nyaya* 
Vaisesika doctrines and was the greatest target of all scholars 
•of the opposing camps. Deva Suri ( 1086-1169 a.o* ), a fore¬ 
most Jaina logician, drew up a sharp contrast between Udayana 
.and the Kasmirian Jayanta, both of them being his targets 
of attack. He wrote 


( SySdvsd<iTatnakara, Chap. II) 


Udayana's discourse on the Nyiya theory of causation and 
.explanation of the term 'Sakti* involved in it is found in the 
KusumSnjali (I, pp. 63*64). There is a magnificent pen- 
picture of Udayana found at the end of the first chapter of 
the Pdrtiuddhi which is cited below in fulU It was probably 
•written by an admirer who actually saw him al?ve. 






1« For his QoetributioQsetc. vide BhUfof^akSra 3* ’ 

Sahitya Pexiehat Patrik*, 1353, pp. 22-31 -1 .* “ -• 
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^ Srro 

^ 'amufe ii 

5ft??n«Tft TOI^ 

n 

XXX 

^ W^ l fM II 

( fbl. 103 of the Rotograph in the Mithila Institute ) 

How Udayana’s name was respected highly even in hostile 
camps would be clear from the following illustraticFn. The 
great polymath Vehkatoatha ( 1268-1369 a. u. } of the RamS- 
nuja school wrote the Ny^yapuriSuddhi, the bulk of which ia 
taken up by an elaborate treatment of the Anumana part 
( Chowkh. ed., pp. 92*359 ). more specially of the subject of 
debate. Unhke Gahgeia, Vehkatanatha has dealt with all the 
different classes of debate ( Vada, Jalpa and VitandS ) and the 
intricate divisions of fallacies and qmbbles. He has quoted 
profusely from the works of his predecessors of the Ramanuja 
school, who it appears grappled with the problems thoroughly 
and in a highly developed system of their own. The influence 
of Gahgeia can nowhere be traced, but Udayana’s influence is 
clearly stamped in their views. The celebrated line of the* 
fCusumdjljbh, g n ST^RRnrfejfit: [ HI. 8 ] is accepted 

as an universal maxim (p. 133). Udayana, referred to asNyaya* 
c5rya ( p. 220 ), gave ^ best definition of the term JSti ( 

221 )* according to Vehkatanatha. A former scholar 
Varadavianumi^ra had dealt with the classes of jSti just accord* 
ing to Udayana (p. 235), who was thus formally 
regarded as the supreme authority on the subject. His well* 
' known views on the term Tarka (simply criticised by 
are respectfully cited (p. 327 ). _ .. - a- 
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Among the manuscripts upon which the Varanasi edition 
•of the KiranSva^ is based the scribe of one ( Ms. No. 3 dated 
1506 Saka) eulogises Udayana in the following elegant verse, 
where he has been likenedlto an incarnation of Siva, the god of 
t .learnmg: 

Jrt ft H fe-tft: I 

f 

Udatana akd Ganges a ; There is hardly any topic dealt 
with in the four grand divisions of Gangeia’s work, which 
had not been already argued by Udayana in his main works 
.and specially in the Kuium^jaii. It is only in the method 
.and mode of expression that Gahge^a excelled over Udayana, 
whose prominent theistic background had to give place to 
-subtleties of argument in courae of time. The I^varavada 
portion of Gahge^a failed completely to oust the Kusum^jah. 
-which held its own through almost a millehium. When 
VySsatirtha, the giant scholar of South India of the Madhva 
community, grappled with the doctrines of NavyanySya in 
the TaThit3r}4ava, he preferred in many places Udayana 
against Gahgesa ( vide TSTkatSnd/iva, Madras ed., I, pp. U8, 
' 286 & 377 ). In fact his commentator Rlghavendratirtha 

distinctly wrote in one place (p. 148) that VySsatirtha 
controverted in the Prlmlnyavada ( Utpattiprakara^) the 
‘older' argument of Udayana, because Ganged only embel- 
iished that argument with subtleties but could not give any 
new or original one of his own. Similarly the Upamaca part 
of Gangesa practically became extinct, as no scholar ofaxty 
renown in MithiU and Bengal ( with the single exc^on of 
Pragalbha ) ever commented on it. In its place the ^orres- 
ponding portion of the .Tusumarljdli ( chap. Ill) commended 
itself for studies in the Nyaya seminaries. Qiiiinabhatta 


46 ■' Hirtorly of Navya-Nylya in MithilS 

( p. 160 ) expressly recoxnmended the KusumSfijali on the 
question of Upamana as a separate means of valid knowledge. 

VardhmSna in his several commentaries on Udayana 
has indicated the problems where his father Gafigela excelled 
in arguments. Here are a few references. In the AurumflHjdh, 
Chapter I, there is an elaborate discussion on the much debated 
term ; here VardhmSna reproduced three passages of 

Gahgeia ( pp, 45. 48 & 51 ). In the second chapter Vardha- 
mlna elucidated the text of Udayana on the favourite topic of 
PrSmSnya, ^bdanityatS and jitilakti with long and illuminating ^ 
passages of Gahgeia ( pp. 8-11, 36*37 & 47’49 ). There are 
very many passages of GahgeSa cited by VardhamSna in the 
Nihandhprahsio-. Gahgeda, therefore, cannot be separated 
from the moorings of Navyanyaya which were first laid down 
by Udayana in his major works specially the Nibnndhn and 
Kuswm5?l?<iK. As a matter of fact, Gange^a himself displayed 
his utmost veneration for Udayana by quoting his words in 
almost every section of his large work. Among the predeces¬ 
sors of Gangef a by far the largest number of references belongs 
to Udayana. Some of these are pointed out below. 

In the very first section ( Mangalavada ) of the Pratyaksa 
part there is an exact quotation from the DravychiranSvah of 
Udayana (B. L ed„ p. 72 : vide Kirar}3vali i Chowkh. ed., p. 3). 

In the next section ( Praci5nya\ilda ) a well-known KSriki of 
the K«sunu?niaii (IV. 1) on the definition of Prama is cited 
( p. 366 ) and it is interesting to note that Udayana is given the 
flattering epithet 'Tintrika* here. In the same section there is 
a quotation from the BauddhSdkikSra ( p. 424 )• There are 
three references to 'Xwrya^^ towards the end ( pp. 750, 834 & 

845 ). Gangeia’s veneration for Udayana is best displayed in 
the section on Nitvikalpa ( pp. 834*38 ), where after citing and 
tefuting the views of ^ivaditya, Gangcia formulated his final > 
Ttiews on the topic under discussion on the basis of. an ^xach 
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quotation from the Guijdfeirfliiffvalt ( Chowkh. ed.,,pp. 101^1), 
which he fully explained in the manner of a regular commen¬ 
tator. 

In the Anumana part, it is well-known that Udayana’a 
definition of the term Vyapti and its component Upadhi ha^ 
been explained by Gangeia in the Putvapaksa section { pp* 77- 
79 : vide, KusumSnjali III. 2 ). Udayana’s definition of UpSdhit 
is also critically reviewed under Upldhivada ( pp. 312-13 )j 
For other references to AcSrya in this part vide pp. 593, 684,. 
888 ( from the Ntbcnd^iu) and 934. Udayana could not be 
superseded by Gangek at alljin the livaravada and Upamana 
part. In the ^bda part we need only refer to the long and 
illuminating passage of Udayana with which Gafigesa concludes 
the section on Vidhit^da ( pp. 284 ff* )* It need hardly be told 
that there are many other anonymous passages ofGangeia 
which are taken from Udayana. Commentators, specially 
SSrvabhauma, trace the source in many places ( vide Sarvabhau- 
ma*8 AnumSmmanipanksS, fbl). 53b, 1 10b, 139a & 16U : for 
the passages referred to vide B, I. cd., pp. 166, 380, 53 1 5c 59^ 
respectively ). 

UOATAWA AND : Owing to decay of Buddhism ia 

India and the consequent degeneration of Buddhist scholarship- 
specially in the field of Nyaya studies Udayana’s powerful 
onslaught against the Buddhist doctrines produced no effect in 
the Buddhist camp. As far as we are aware no Buddhist scholar 
attempted to meet the arguments of Udayana, whose triumph 
in the controversy was almost unparalleled. It is a significant 
fact that the Buddhist logicians for almost a millenium quarel- 
led with the orthodox logicians alone and their opposition to 
the other schools of Indian philosophy is quite negligible. In 
the works of JnanasrI and Ratnaklrti, for instance, no PrabhS- 
. kara iid Vedinta author is ever mentioned or refuted. There 
is much trudi* in the as^ction. that. in certain fucdarnenttl 
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doctrines the Buddhist and the Vedantin sail in the boat. 
Chionabhatta explains a passage of the TarkabhSsS as referring 
to { p* 250 ), whose views are summarised in two 

interesting Klrikas. It is nothing surprising, therefore, that 
within a century after Udayana, a most powerful and scathing 
criticism of the Nyaya doctrines emerged from the of a 
Vedanta scholar. In the K}uit}4amhhan4dkhsdya of Sriharsa 
the logician’s method of fixing and defining the categories with 
formidable precision was assailed in such a devastating manner 
that it was hailed throughout India as a novel contribution in 
the field of dialectics. ^nhar?a’s method of argument earned a 
special name as 'Khandanayukti' and, what is a most wonderful 
ftet, the Khdndana, as ^nharsa’s work is commonly called, 
came to be regarded as one of the classical works of NavynySya. 

^cTharsa was a 'Gauda’ (i. e. a native of Bengal ) as cate¬ 
gorically stated by Vidylpati in the Purufipurite^J (under 
MedhSvikatha : ^tfS^ RT ) and VSeaspati 

at the end of the KhandanoddhSra. The exact relation between 
Udayana and Sriharsa should be carefully determined, as they 
are the two towering figures that dominated dialectics in 
Eastern India for about three centuries before the work of 
•Gangcia came to the forefront. Both the KharufaTUi and the 
Ndtffldha were written at the court of Kinyakubja and it i$ 
sometimes argued that Sriharsa also was a native of Kinyakubja. 
We have collected elsewhere ( I. H. Q., XXII, pp, 144-46 ) 
quite a volume of evidence, both internal and externah to prove 
that Vidylpati’s statement about the provenance of ^harsa is 
undoubtedly correct. Use of the word ’ulQlu’ ( Naisadha XIV, 
51 ), 'udayabblskara’ ( XVITI. 103 ) and the familiar name of a 
top still current in Bengal ‘laladdimba’ ( XXII. 53 ), mention of 
peculiar marriage customs prevalent in Bengal, indiscriminate 
use in alliteration of the three sibilants, the two nasals etc. and 
above all Srihaisa’s writiDg a panegyric of the family of a 
Gauda king (VII. 110 ) betray unmistakably 
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bis Bengal origin, which is attested by many of his commenta¬ 
tors likfe Cindu Pandita, Ilatiadeva and Narayana. Udayana. 
was controverted, therefore, not by a ‘Pascitya’ but by a 
‘Gauda’ and this is quite in the fitness of things when we re¬ 
collect that Bengal’s rivalry with Mithila was more pronounced 
from ancient times than with any other province. 

The Khai}darm criticises Udayana directly and right 
through, though the name oE Udayana is not actually mentioned 
anywhere in the book. The very first definition of valid know¬ 
ledge attacked by Srlharsa is sim and this again is the: 

very first sentence of Udayana’s Lak^dnamala, as correctly sta-' 
ted by Sankara Milra (Varanasi ed. of the Slfikaxi, pp. 143-44). 
^iharsa’a wonderful scrutiny of the two-worded phrase is a 
specimen of his profound scholarship (Chowkh. ed. wiA 
VidyasSgarl pp- 239-397 ). The next two definition»-flS|^ 
OT (tb., pp. 397-411 ) and ^ { PP- 411-27 )' 

attacked 1^ Srlharsa are exactly taken from Udayana’s iCuwm^r 

jdli(IV. 1 &5). 

A Jaina scholar Abhayatilakopidbylya, as we have stated' 
before ( p. 2, fn. ), wrote a book of moderate length named 
i^ySySldfikdrat consisting of notes on the knotty passages of thfr 
five great classics of Nyaya including, last of all, Udayana s 
Parisudhi.' According to Anandapurra ( p. 129 ) a passage of 
the NySj^lanlaira is cited and refuted by Srlharsa ; 

I At the end of the pa^ge: 
a line of Udayana's KusuTnSnjaii is quoted m support (ill. b: 

Sriharsa thus not only cnticised 

Udayana alone but many of his followers also and this is very 

I Gunaraena in his Saddarianasamuccayavrtti enumerated the vorki 
ofthsNyayadsrfen. ( B. I. ed., p. 94). Hi* description b slightly ia^ 
rect, the name ( whose Tippa^s on the has bsen die 

covered ) should come last of eJl dfm AbhayatiJaka/whose authoTship:oC 
the NySyalsdkJra b proved by recent discoveries. . ' / 
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much in evidence throughout the Unfortunately the 

acholiasts do not specify them, except in this ^ngle instance. 

Udayana has been criticised in many other places ( vide 
pp, 705, 747, 1327 etc .). The most intercsting^passage is the 
one, so often reproduced by scholars, where Srlhar§a answers 
Udayana by hurling the latter’s own words in the 
< III. 7 ) against him in a slightly changed form :—< Khandana, 
p. 693 ) 

stnwt ^ ^fr rfdwiiH. I 

t'?n^5rRftTT7lfT ?pb: ?TfT^: fa: II 

( Kfuii^dana, op. cit. p* 693 ) 

It has been one of the favorite topics of students of logic. 
GahgeSa answered SrBwirsa in the section on Tarka ( Anumina, 
B-.I. cd, p. 233) and all scholiasts up to Gadadhara have 
delightfully dealt with the age-old conflict of Udayana and 
'Srlbarsa. 

We refer to two other typical passages of the 
where Udayana is subjected to detailed criticism. In the second 
chapter Udayana’s arguments for rejection of erroneous theo¬ 
ries ( ) are dted from the PtiWfuddhi ( pp. 10 1 ^19^: 

Auantapurna notes .) Sri- 

harsa’s counter arguments go to the end of the chapter. Udayana 
is rkerred to here as In the last chapter ( pp. 1170-76 ) 

a long passage is cited from the Atmatattvavivfha ( B. I. ed,, 
pp. 1170-1200) and refuted at length. All these place Udayana 
in the position of the greatest opponent whom orlharsa wanted 
to meet by arguments, 

irihcrfo’s popularity : ^rihar§a*s great achievement was 
naturally hailed by the Vedintists. Vidyaranya triumphantly 
wote in the Pafloadaft: 
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Its reception in the land of Udayana is a great revelation. Many 
Navyanylya scholars of MithDa ( and Bengal) came to scoff at 
it but remained to pray. DivSkaroi^dhylya, Vardhamana, 
Sankara Miira and even so late an author as Gokulanatha had 
written commentaries on it- So did Pragalbha, Padmanibha 
Miira and Raghunatha (Vidyilankira ) of J^engal. Vardhamana 
.attempted a refutation of Jt also, but it is completely lost. 
Vacaspati II and Sankara, it is true, wrote powerful refutations. 
They were followed by two late scholars, Midhava Misra of 
Mithill and Vi^vanStha PaiichSnana of Bengal. But on the 
whole the refutation of Srihaifa’s arguments at the hands of 
the Nyaya scholars of MithilS and Bengal Is somewhat half¬ 
hearted and considerably out-weighed by their agreeable studies- 
'Of those arguments. 

This raises the problem of Vedanric influence upon 
Udayana and <^ther advocates of the uncompromising dualism 
of the Nyaya. It is now well-known chat Udayana at the end 
ot the Atimtattvaviveka attempted a remarkable and powerful 
synthesis of all the orthodox systems of philosophy and, though 
orthodox NySya scholars emphasise upon the exact gradation 
-of the systems as envisaged by Udayana the crowning glory 
remaining with the Ny^ya, Udayana’s predilection towards the 
Vedanta cannot be brushed aside lightly. Phrases like TTTOT 

from the pen of Udayana speak out 
bis real mind. Mahela Thakkura, one of the later glories of 
Mithila, similarly expressed his veneration for the Vedantic 
principles. The Navyanyaya, as a matter of fact, concerned 
.itself more and more, as time went on, with the method of grap' 
pling with problems, not so much with the matter and orSiarsa a 
method of vanqubhing opponents consequently appealed to its 
.'votaries, An agreeable approach to the opponent's views is in 
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evidence even in the times of Vacaspati, when the conflict witb 
the Buddhist scholars was at its height. His application of the 
epithet'^aym^ of undoubted Buddhist origin to Aksapada in 
the second prayer verse of the TsiparyatxhS is quite revealing. 

Date of ^har^ is intimately related to that of Udayana 
and we shall discuss the problem at this place with up-t(«iate 
materials, ^rlbarsa^s date can be fixed within narrow limits 
from the following evidence. Towards the end of the Kha^ 
daruL ( p. 1327 ), he respectfully mentions the name of the. 
(Kasmirian ) rhetorician Mahiroabhatta in the following verse r 

Mahimabhatta, who came after Abhmavagupta ( 1015 a. d, )• 
and before Mammata { c. 1100 A. r>. ), must have been living 
about 1050 i- !>., and was probably a native of JCUmira. The 
earliest date that can, therefore, be assigned to Snhar§a is 1075 
A. D. This dismisses any attempt ( cf. lA. 1913, p. 83 ) to place 
^Iharsa earlier. On the other hand, the earliest author, who 
quoted from ^riharsa’s Nai^adhacarita, is Mahendra Sun, a 
disciple of the famous Jaina polymath Hemacandra ( 108&-1172 
A. p. ). In his commentary on the AnekSrthasahgraha of 
Hemacandra, he quoted many passages of the Nai^adka^ 
iUustrations, e. g. under II. 18 ( p, 6 of extracts from the com¬ 
mentary in Zachaxiae’s edn., 1893 ), II. 56 ( p- 13 ), II. 274 
{ p. 43), II. 299 ( p. 47), IL 303 (tbid.), II. 527 (p. 77) IV. 
155 ( p. 173 ) and IV. 339 ( p. 184 )- This commentary, which 
was published in the name of the author’s teacher Hemacandra, 
was writt^ ‘soon after’ the latter’s death (ibid. Preface p. XIII). 
Srlharsa, as a native of Bengal and a protege of the king of 
XjTvyaiiuya, could not be supposed to have commanded the 
respects of foremost scholars of Western India unless he was at 
least an exact contemporary of Mahendra’s guru, Hemacandra, 
•or slightly senior to him. None of the authorities, cited by 

'Mahendra, as far as can be ascertained, belong to the latter 

) • 
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ihalf of the 12th century a. d, Srlhar^a roust, therefore, have 
written his works in the second quarter ( 1225-50 a. i>.) of the 
•century during the reign of Govindacandra of Kannauj { 1104* 

54 A. i\ ), whose patronage of the poet is definitely stated by a 
commentator named Gadadhara^i ^riharsa, probably, started 
his literary career with small tracts like 
'( Madras Ms. No. R 1595 ) and Dvir^pahosa (tWd. R 1607 ) 
with a view to enrich his vocabulary. K^ixasvaCDin. In bis 
'Commentary on the Amarkosn*, quotes a line from Siihar^ 
^ftgftJta-mrtyuT-maTofeo mdnm&n cd devdtJ ( II. 6. 58 ). This 
is evidently from the DuirGptifeofa or a similar work of the poet. 
Ksiras\^min was quoted by VardhamSna in the Gai^dratndmd- 
hodddhi ( Eggeling’s edn., pp. 3C6 and 430 h which was com* 
posed in 1140 a. n. These early tracts of btiharsa will have, 
therefore, to be assigned to the first decade of the century in 
the very beginning of reign of Govindacandra. It is possible 
that the poet in his very old age er^joyed the patronage of 
Vijayacandra (1169 a. r>.) and Jayacandra, the son and 
grandson of Govindacandra But the statement of Rajakkhara 
SOri that the poet wrote in the reign of the latter prince need 
not be taken as literally true ; Rajasekhara could not correctly 
record the name and relation of Jayacandra in the Prdbandhd^ 
)u)Sd^ Besides the and the Khdndana, Sriharsa is 

Imown to have written many more works, mentioned by himself 
at the end of the several cantos of his poem, One of them is 
the SthairydvieSra mentioned at the end of Canto IV of the 
It appears that the editor of a Vedanta work Brdh- 
'mdvidySbhaTdtidm ( published at Kumbakonam ) had access to 
copies of this long-lost work, from which he cited in the short 
introduction the following important (introductory ) verse : 

1, S. R. Bhaodarkara : Rep. oi a Second Tour in search of Sans- Mas., 

1907, pp. 43 & 87-88 ^ SKiwl aw w W 

.^ J. 

2. Oka’a ed, p. 101; Trivandrum ed., Part II, p. 316. 




48- 


History of Navy a-Ny ay a In Mithila 





^f>TS*»T^T5^t' ^ *\\^ M^3n?n- 


^riharsa herein glorifies the powers of one CidvilSsa, who* 
frustrated the black acts of a Tantrika named Gupta. advilSaa 
was by tradition the pontiff of the Kamako^i shrine of KSnci 
and his encounter with, and the subsequent conversion at his 


bands of. the great Khsndanakara is recorded in a work named 
also cited in the same introduction ( cf, 
ims ) The tr^itional date of Cid- 

vilSsa, according to the records of the shrine, is 4268-4301 of 


the Kali era ( 1167-1200 a. d. ), which is about, half a century 
too late forSriharsa. ^rlharsa also wrote a work named Sivo- 
iahtisiddW ( see canto XVIII ). This book also was accessible 
to the above editor, who quoted the following stanza from it J- 





? ^Tw! *nctmf ^nr ii 


Here again QdvUasa of the Kamakoti shrine of Kanci is refer¬ 
red to in glowing terms and invoked for inspiration in the book 
which had for its subject the identity of Siva and ^akti. The 
editor identifies this Cidvillsa with Advaitinanda, the author of 
the Brahimvidyshharar^am, But the identity seems to be quite 
I 'unwarranted. Whether this Cidvi law is to be identified with 
&ihar§a^9 'Guravah* Cited by him in Kkatypina ( Chowkh. ed.» 
p. 1316 ) cannot be ’determined it the ^present -state ofoitt' 
knowledge. ' - , i. --i 
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Among the three royal panegyrics written by Sriharsa, alt 
of them unfortunately remaining undiscovered, the Vijtiyapra^ 
iasti ( mentioned at the end of canto v) was upon Vljayacandra^ 
the son of his patron Govmdacandra of Kanauj, We quote in 
support the gloss of one of the oldest commentators on the 
Ndfsodhd named ^rlvatse^vara from a very old palmleaf copy 
( stopping at Canto XI) preserved in the V. R. Museum, Raj- 
shabi ( Ms. No, 809 ) :— 

According to another commentator Gopinatha the Vijaya^ 
praiasti was a panegyric of the Gauda king Vijayasena (L. 1639: 

But this seems hardly possible as &i- 
harsa wrote a separate Gdu^orvi^Mapra^ti (Canto VII), 
which was more likely in praise of the Sena kings. Snharsa'a 
connection with the court of Vijayasena, however, may be taken, 
as a fact. His connection with another royal court is proved 
by another panegyric the Chindapra^asti ( Canto XVII), But 
the Arnavavarriona (Canto IX) was not a royal panegyric 
( ‘prafasti’), as is sometimes interpreted by scholars ; it inust 
have been a small lyric poem describing the oce^ ( cf. Sri- 
vatsa’s note TOd uPuaSrRf ). 

Now we are confronted .with the question—what length 
of time intervened between Udayana and Sriharsa. As early aa 
1884 A* hi. M, Vindhye^ariprasada discovered a definite- 
answer to the question, which seems to have escaped the aoti^ 
of scholars, On the strength of a NmjadhiflfeJ by one Bhagi- 
raths^he stated that ^rlharsa^s father Srihira had academic con¬ 
test with Udayana. In other words Udayana was older than 
irlharsa by only one generation. ( vide Introd. to 
ddTiana, Sravana 1941 V, S., p. 26 ). Unfortunately the actual 
words of the commentator were not quoted. The conaaentary 
named CH^^anhddlpikS is by far the most extensive ever 
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written on the NdiScKUua; a fragment of it dated 1629 Saka 
X probably revised by the commentator himself ) is now preser¬ 
ve in the Sarasvatl-Bhavana ( vide Introd, to the T^Tfejfenrafefd, 
pp. 30-31 ). The colophon proves that Bhaglratha wrote it at 
the court of Rajs JnSnachandra of KurmSchala^ (169S-1703 a.i>.) 
•under whom and under whose son Jagaccandra ( 1708-20 a. i>.) 
he wrote several other works. At the end of Canto I of this 
*Bha^rdtkV coinmenfary there is^a rushing flow of most fanci¬ 
ful etymologies of the names of Sriharsa and his parents ( fol. 
33 ). One such etymology of the name Srlhlra, who was the 
father of ^rlharsa, runs:—TO % 
ijr -1 I fro 595t I ^rTwfTO%: i 

I Another etymology^ equally fanciful, of the name 

•Sriharsa runs : TO fewfir Hrmsw'J 

...Bhaglratha incidentally 
records here two bits of an important tradition that Udayana 
Seated Snhira in the debate and Sriharsa avenged the defeat 
at the request of his parents. Bhagiratha is a very recent 
4 iuthor j he evidently derived his information from some of the 
many earlier commentaries consulted by him. 

One of the earliest and most learned scholiasts of the 
xvas Caocju Pandita, whose commentary was com¬ 
post in 1353 V. i (i. c. 1296-97 a. r>.). At the very com¬ 
mencement Candu Pandita categorically stated that Udayana 
in a conquering campaign challenged oriharsa’s father in a 
debate and defeated him and Sriharsa, as a feithful son, aven¬ 
ged the defeat by meeting Udayana^s arguments in the Khan- 
riana. The exact words of Candu Pandita are 

•siinf ^ TORH. 

wfkm n 

( Des. Cat. of Mss., B. O. R. I., Poona, Vol XIH, Pt. I, 
481) It should be carefully noticed that both Ca^4^ 
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dita and Bhaglratha ( who might have based his etymological 
speculation on the words of the former ) mention the fact of 
Udayana^s personal conflict with Srlharsa’s father directly wit^ 
out the least suspicion about its veracity: But unlike Bhagr 
ratha Gl^u Pandita is more definite about the manner of 
^rlharsa’s revenge, which took the form of a literary retort in^ 
tea d of a personal contest. It is interesting to note farther that» 
according to CSndu Pandita. Sriharsa's greatest ambition ia 
life was to write this great Refutation and he acquired all his 
talents ( through devotions of the mystic Qntamani-mantia > 
with that end in view. It is substantially proved in Our opinion 
by the fact that in his ‘very angry' mood Sriharsa nowhere 
refers to Udayana by name in tbe Khc.n4^m, 

Sriharsa’s conflict with Udayana was a common tradition, 
current in the Indian serninaries. The editor of the Khand/jrut 
with has recorded a tradition that &ilmsa debated 

directly with Udayaiia. who lived to answer orlharsa's argu¬ 
ments in the Atmatattvaviveka li ( Introd., pp. 6-7 ). These 
floating traditions have little historical value, but the definite 
incident of Sriharsa's father ^rihira's defeat at the han^s of 
Udayana recorded in a commentary of the Nai^adha within 
a century and a half from Sriharsa and exactly corroborated 
in later commentaries forms the kernel of truth behind them 
all- It is possible to fix roughly jhe time of this historic 
debate between Udayana and ^rihira. It could never have 
taken place before 1050 a.o. and probably took place in Ae 
decade 1075-85 A.n.. when Sriharsa was a mere boy. 

Datb op UDAYAS4: Under the above computatioa 
Udayana’s date of birth would fell about 1025 a.d. and hi» 
period of activity would cover the last half of the ccntujy 
( 10501100 A.D.). This is confirmed by a large volume cf 

evidence , which is summarised below. • ' 

(1 ) Udayana’s feeling of great diffidence expressed 
at . the commencement of the Parihddhi, which was one of 

16612 
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last works, proves that he was removed by some length 
of time from \^caspati, “ we have shown before, had 

been quoted and sometimes critidsed by Udayana’s teacher 
irivatsa. This feeling of great and almost aweful reverence 
for \^ca8pati persists throughout the Pari^dhi and we quote 
below two magnificent verses from the unpublished portion 
of the book. At the end of the PramSM section Udayana 
writes : ( fol. 71b of the Rotograph preserved in the Inititute ) 

^ ^ S<nq.u 

At the end of I. ii we find ( fol. 103b ) 

OTonw^ ^*5^' 

( The reading in the Tanjore copy is somewhat corrupt: 
Cat., p. 4482.) 

* It may be surmised, therefore, that Udayana was about 
three generations later than Vacaspati, whose date has been 
■fixed by us as the latter half of the ICth century a.p. At the 
present state of our knowledge it is impossible to refer the 
date 898 of Vacaspati's Ny^yosGcnihcndhd to the Vikraroa 
.era and that Saka date (corresponding to 976-77 A.n.) fdls 
•about a century before the flourishing period of Uday^ 
under the above scheme. 

( 2 ) Udayana's date is most intimately related to that 
cf JKoairi, who__was directly controverted by him in hk 
very first work, Atvmtattvaviveha* And the date of Jnanaiti 
is fixed beyond any dispute in the Tibetan works. He was 
an exact contemporary of Dipankara ^ryiKna, sumacned Atiia. 
The latter’s life, based on contemporary sources, was di^ 
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'Covered by S, C. Das m Tibet; it was ‘printed' ’in Tibet in 
the year called dog about the year 1250 ( Journ. Buddhist 

Text Society, I, i.. 1893, p. 7 fn.). According to the Southern 
System of Brhaspati Cycle introduced in Tibet about the year 
1026 ii.n. the year Sadhirana ( No. 44 ) is named Iron-dog in 
Tibetan ( S. C. Das : Tibetan Grammar, 1915. ^App. V, 
pp. 9-10 ) and it fell exactly in the year 1250 *. n. Atik ( who 
was bom not in 980 n. but in 982-3 a. p. ) left for Tibetan 
at the age of 59 in March 1041 a* ( h H. Q,., VI, p. 159 )• 
Just three years before (i. e. in 1038 a. p. ) the king of Tibet 
sent Nag-tsho ( Vinayadhara ) to Magadha for bringing AtUa ; 
the elaborate account of his mission, which has been pubhshed, 
bears on the fece of it a stamp of veracity so rare in ordinary 


works of the type. The Tibetan learnt on arrival that among 
the eminent Pandits under Atisa one of the foremost was 
Ratnakirti. In a grand assembly at Vikraroaiila occurnng-soon 
after the Tibetan saw among others two teachers of Atisa viz. 
Vidylkokila and Naropinta (1. c. p. 18 ). Atik consulted 
•oracles in various places and at Vajrasana and acted according 
to the instructions of 'Ac5rya JnanasrI’ ( p. 20 ). Sometoe 
after {i. e. in 1039 a. p. ) Naropanta came on his last visit tt 
VikTama^a ; "he leaned on the right arm of Atisa while 
Jnana^rimitra helped him with his left arm”, ( p. 21) Naro¬ 
panta died soon after in the South. This d^nitely ^ov« that 
AtI4a and Jnanairl were the two towering figures of Viktama- 

iilaatthat time, though both of them were younger in age w 

Naropanta. JSanabi was then evidently retired, succeeded by 
his distinguished pupil Ratnakirti. Like At Ja he was presum¬ 
ably living still in 1050 A, p. and, as we have stated before, 

Udayana probably wrote the Atmatattvaviieki about this time 
< say within 1050-60 a, ». ) when JiUinasri w as still alive. 

-1. The dste of Adfa’s starting for Tibet, which exactly coined 

■with the king Nayipila's accession to the throne, is generally ta^ as 
1038 A. D- that is three years earlier than the date we have given ( ViOyi- 
bhusani, I.C., p. 5201. This date has been practicaUy accepted in the 
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( 3 ) Udayana on the one hand was one full generatiotv- 
(i, c, about 40 yeats) later than Jninairi and on the other 
senior to ^tibarsa by the same period of time and both these 
pieces of evidence happilly combine to settle his date within, 
the last three quarters of the 11th century ( 1025-1100 ) s, n, 
as we have stated above.__ 

HUt.of Bengal ( Vol. I, p. 177—where NayapSla’s reign starts from 1038 
A. D. ). Before At^ started for Tibet there was e fight between NayapSla 
and Kar^ ('king of the Western countries* ); this could not have taken 
place in 1038 A. o. when Karu was aoc yet on the throne. The confusion 
ia due to the fact that the Bfhaspati cycle is current in two difEecent aye- 
tema—the PrabhavSdl (called the Southern system) and the VijaySdi 
( called the Noitbern system ). The fbrzner and not the latter was intro* 
duced in Tibet ( S. C. Das : Tibetan Grammar, p. xv & Bk. I, p. 48 ) and 
the year Vikrama^ when Atlla left for Tibet accordiog to the Tibetan 
accounts, fell In 1038 a. o. accordiog to the lattet system, while it fell in 
1040*41 A, D. under the former system, which is still current in Tibet. A 
similar eonfuaion arose in computing the birtlKlate of AtUa, which waa in 
the Tibetan year Tru>r(a (Water-horse) corresponding to the Chitrabblnu 
of the Bfhaspatl cycle; under the Southern system that year fell in 962*83 
A. n. and not in 980 A. D. Mitra of Gauds’’ was a gatekeeper it 

Vikivnaill9i urider Casaka ( Vidyabhussna, p. 520 ) but the Tibetan his¬ 
torians TiraoStha and Suenpo mention five mythical PgJa kiogs (includir^ 
Caoaka ) between MahipSla and NayapSla. Unlike them the biographer 
of AtUa correctly stated that AtUa became High priest under Mabip&la 
4 p-11), the patron evidently of jSlna^I alio. 


CHAPTER 11 

PRE>GANGESA WRITERS 

SaiVALT.ABHAcAKfA I is the author of the 
one of the few original classics of the NavyanySya, which haa 
been happily published with three commentaries (Chowkh. 
ed., 1934, pp. 864). At the very outset we should mention 
that the name of the author was ^rivallabha and not Vallabha. 
\^dindra calls him by that name ( R/wcsam, p. 92 ), while in 
the ChitsufeWfifeff he is invariably cited under the name of 
.^ivallabha ( Bombay ed., 1915, pp. 196, 198, 230, 29M9 &c., 
.more than a dozen times ) and not even once as Vallabha. 
Rajasekhara in his commentary on the Kandall confused the 
name ( Peterson's R£port, 1887, p. 273 : 5 rfiqiwIRi 

) and mistook the book as a commentary on 
the Bhspa, but he knew that the name of the author began 
with a *Sr?. Guwratna ( 1409 a.d. ) also followed Raj^ekhar^ 
But he described the book correctly ( /.c., p. 282 : 

) The Ltlsvatl as the book is commoiily known, 
covers the same grounds as the PraiastapSdabhs^, which 
be it known, was invariably called at the end of the six 
chapters of the book by the commentator Sndhara by the 
correct and significant name ‘PadirthapraveSa’ ( Kandalt, 
pp. 94, 289, 311, 321, 324 & 330). In other words, the 
claboratba of the six categories of the Vai^esika system 
which became the prime function of the Vaisesika scholars 
ever since Pra^astapada to the detrim^t of the original 
Kai^dasGtras, formed the main thesis of Srivallabha, the first 
chapter of his book named ( PadSrtha ^) VibhSgupdricchedei 
forming its great bulk (up to p. 731 of the Chowkh. ed.). 
Srivallabha, however, displayed his originality by adding three 
small chapters at the end respectively elaborating Difierance 
of properties (Vaidharmya), Community of properties 
^ SSdharmya ) and Operation ( Prakrij^ \ The whole book is 
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divided besides into 75 separate sections falHng under the- 
fouc chapters. Some of these sections including the whole 
chapter on Operation mark a departure from the doctrines- 
of the original Sutraklra and a distinct tendency towards fusion 
with the Nvaya. As a matter of fact, in the second in^troductopr 
verse Srjvallabha, with an excellent pun, describes Lady 
Lilavat^ (the actual name of his own wife according to 
Vardhamlna and other scholiasts ) as a skilful misH ess in the 

premises of the Science of Reasoning { 

). This proves that according to Snvallabha the 

Vaifesika system as well as the Ny5ya system both come under 

the term‘AnvTksiki’. There have been bonowings from each 

other For instance, Abhava (negation ) has been aceejrted as 
a separate category into the Vaiksika from the NySya, just as 
the menul organ is introduced into the latter from the form«. 
This, says fevallabha ( pp. 35-6, read with VardhamSna ), ^es 
not conflict with the individuality of the two syst^s. Ihe 
section on Abhava (pp. 544-79 ) is immediately followed in 
the Lilavatt by the section on Apavarga ( EmancipaUon. pp- 
580-98 ), both combg under the category of Guna. 

The LllSvatl was by far the best VaiSesika treatise in the 
medieval period, and the most intricate one. It outehone the 
more or less elementary treatises of Sarvadeva (whose Pram3ij<i- 
manjan. though popular, is only a booklet of 16 ^ges), 
V^divaaBvara (author of the MsnanuinohaTa, not yet published) 
and ^iTOditya Mifra. Like the works ofUdayana on the one 
hand and that of Gangek on the other the intricacy of the 
LllSvaii attracted the best inteUects of MithilS even before the 
times of Gangeia and it enjoyed the privilege of being the only 
post-Udayana work before Gangela to rank among the immor- 
t&l clashes of Neo-Logic. 

The authorities cited in it are listed below alphabetically r 
India, a pre-Kninian grammarian ( p. 625 )• 


Snvallabhacarya 57 

Udayana m Tstparyahddhi ( p. 445 ) : the passage cited 
is lateresting, it accords Udayana’s Eing at the scholars oT 
Bengal for their incorrect pronunciation of the three sibilants- 
still pcrsistmg in Bengal ( 

Kiranavalik5ra (pp. 399-400, 533-34 & 823 ), In the* 
first two cases Udayana is criticised and rather violently 
( in the second place, where Udayana’s. 

novel arguments against the admissibility of Upamana as a. 
means of valid knowledge are cited at length. 

Caral^^lrya ( p. 816 ). 

Tifea (i, €. Kiranavati, pp. 38 & 39). The term i& 
invariably applied to the Tstparyafiks of Vacaspati, but. 
^rivallabha as a protagonist of the Vaisesika in a manner paid 
his respects to Udayana by using the term for the Kiru^ianflli 
instead. 


Tutitita (i. e. Kumirila) mentioned along with Kirti, the 
Buddhist authority (p. 480 ). 

Tditvaiuiurmuix of \^ca8pati ( p. 533 ) cited with appio^ 
val on the refutation of UpamSna. 

Bhasarvajfia (p. 405): the passage is cited as very impor¬ 
tant 

® ^ >s . ^ pvr-_e_0 ___ 




BkHsai^ (he, NySyahhusana of Bhasarvajna, pp. 283,. 
357, 452, & 856 ). All the passages are important and should, 
be carefully discussed. We need only refer to one line of 
vallabha, which has been noticed by many scholars. 

(p. 358 ). PadmanSbha in hia 
Anunayfl commentary ( Adyar Me., p. 143 of a transcript with, 
the present writer) explains I 


58 History of Navya-NySya in Mithila ^ 

I We should better take PrahstapSda as the 
Acarya in this passage.' It should be stated that Padmanabha 
here mistook BbSsar^’^Ka and BhOsana as d.fferent_persons. 

The passage clearly indicates that according to Snvallabha 
Vacaspati ( TstparyaixkS. p. 277 ) came after Bhasarvajna. 

Pararoakosakira ( p. 675 : ^ ffe ITtr- 

MahSvrata ( p. 647 ), an ancient Ac5rya. 

VyomaeSrya ( p. 834 : vide Vyomavalx, p. 450 )■ 

It should, moreover, be noticed that Srivallabha never refers to 
Udayana by the honorific title SeSrya almosj universally attri¬ 
buted to him. To him Vacaspati was the 'Acarya ( p. 533 ), 
the Titparyacarya (p. 353) and the ‘ParamanySyScarya 
(p 762). 

Like Udayana Srivallabha was a powerful writer. HU 

intricate argumentative style is interspersed with elegant pas¬ 
sages here and there. We may refer to the splendid passages 
on pp. 140, 144 and 648 as instances. 

Srivallabha undoubtedly belonged to Mithia. In the first 
place feom the earUest times it was commented by 

Maithila scholars of the front rank like Prabhakara, Vardha- 
mSna and Vat^vaxa and when VardharnSna categorically states 
that in the fir^^rayer verse and the second introductory verse 
the author had respectively referred throu^ doMe entendre to 
his father Purusottama and his beloved wife Lilavati, there is 
not the remotest chance that the pedigree of a 'foreign' author 
could come within his knowledge so directly. Only a Maithila 
scholar's family detaiU could be recorded by Vardhamana in 
that manner. In the second place, Srivallabha incidenUlly 
refers to a reigning monarch in the fol lowing elegant passage ■ 

1, For another suggestion vide ; TstparyScStya-JAS, Vol. XVII, 

No. 3 p. 243. 
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l (p. 290? repeated by 
Vardhamana in his commentary on the passage p. 291 ). The 
passage is cited in the NyayamuktSvali, a commentary on 
Udayana’s Ldksai)Svall by Sesa Sarangadhara ( Varanasi ed., 
p. 41), who made it more elegant by adding the word 5I5Rr. It 
is also reproduced in the CttsuWii ( p. 322 ) and in the Upas- 
kSra of Ankara Misra { tind^ 11. ii. 10 ) in a modiiied form. 
It was evidently inspired by a passage of the KiranSvali in the 
same section of Klla (Varanasi ed;, p. 116 : 

5 fi%?T i cf. Up^isksra on II. 

ii6). Cinnabhatta localised it by mentioning Vijayanagari 
and Vixupaksa instead ( p. 228 ). We need hardly state here 
that Mithila was under the rule of a ‘Karnata* dynasty for %wo 


centuries and a half (from about 1100 to 1350 a. d. ), which 

was the most glorious period in the cultural and sodal history 
of Mithi^ The most illustrious among the kings of the dynasty 
was its founder Nanyadeva ( 1094-1147 a. o, ). If the Bho- 
partferarmiija (fol.lSb) and the Purusdpdnfe?a of Vi dyapati 
are to be believed this monarch ‘of the Karnata family' ( «TW- 
was living still in the reign of Jayacandra of Kanauj 
(inde ).. There is hardly any doubt that SrlvaJlabha 

was refening to this monarch of Mithilt in the above passage. 
It should be carefuly noticed that the referente is to a ‘Kar- 


nlta* family and not to a ‘Karnata’ country. 


In the following interestir^g example of‘intuition’ (^WITR) 
Srlvallabha refers again to a local monarch, who w^ not, how¬ 
ever. a ‘Cakravaitin’ Toverlord) but only a ‘Nrpati’(p. 629) 

M ] That this 

is a reference to allying monarch is proved by the authors 
assertion that the incident known through intuition talh^ with 
facts. SahkaraMiira explains that it is an example of know- 
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at a distance in position, not in time. (p. 629 

^rlvallabha frequently mcnUons VSra^si ( pp. 140, 399- 
400 ) with which he waa apparently quite familiar. In the first 
.mention ( p, 1^0 ) he seems Co have recorded his personal eX' 
pcricnce that a pupil^s brain improves sweetly from sips of 
Gahga water at VSrInasi after tasting myiobalan. He must 
then have studied at Varl^si and from early times Maithila 
students had kept up communication with that great centre of 
Indian culture and religion. 

Date of SkIvallasha : As we have stated above Srivalla* 
bha has not given the well-known epithet ‘Acarya’ to Udayana, 
from whom he was not much removed in time. On pp, 37-40 
he has cited the views of a scholar, partly of the same school, 
with whom, however, he disagrees, who quoted the Jlkd ( i. e. 
the KiranSvdli, vide Guna part, p, 184 ; p. 22 and 

■GuDaprakSia, p. 48 ) in his support. We should, therefore, 
place him about two generations after Udayana In the second 
.quarter of the 12th century a, a late in the reign of NSnyadeva. 
His definition of Vyaptl. as is well-known, is cited and refuted 
by Gaogeia in the section on Purvapaksa ( B. 1. ed.. p. $3 and 
LilSvdiif PP- 496 ). But he was not cited anywhere by ^rj- 
har^. who was his exact contemporary# On the other hand, a 
pre-Gahgeia scholar of Mithila named Prabhlkaropadhyaya 
.commented on his work perhaps for the first time. Many 
authors of the 13th century a. d, like VSdindra and Citsukha, 
not belonging to Mithila, have quoted him respectfully by 
name. It is impossible, therefore, to place him after 1175 a, d. 
It should be mentioned here that Pratyagrupaj commentator of 
'Citsukha in one place ( Him. ed«. p# 326 ) refers to 

the Lt/JudCt as a 'recent’ book, Pratyagrupa’s date is about 
1350 A. D, 

From the follomng quotation which we traced in 
Vardhamlna's Anvih^Jmiyafottvohodhd it is gathered that 
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^besides the Lllsva^ Srivallabha wrote a commentary on the 
5 th chapter of the Nyayaautra, the most intricate part of the 
•system, Many other scholars including Udayana tackled the 
•chapter separately, 

I ^ ftl^nUlsWJR^R 

W\’> II ( under V. i. 14 ) Vardhamlna has referred to this view 
o( ^ivallabha also in the PariHstaprakS^a ( p. 38 ) under the 
caption Moreover, it is likely that Srivallabha wrote 

« separate tract named Ih^rasiddhi cited by himself ( p. 406 : 

for, the reference does not 
seem to be to the small section on Ilvara in the LtlSva^ 
*( pp. 239‘62 ), where the relevant topic is not traceable. 

SivAdhta Misba ; The name of this great author 
of various works on the Ny aya-Vaiiesika now lives through his 
•elementary treatise Scptapadsrthtt which has long been 
published with various commentaries. Though all his polemi¬ 
cal works have perished, his prayer at the end of the Septa- 
padSrthl has been luckily fulfilled : 

?rrfrn to toto: i 

mfi n 

'Ganged, who very rarely names his predecessors, made an 
-exception in the case of ^jvaditya, who is cited by name in 
the section on Nirvikalpa ( Prataksa part, B. L ed., p. 830 ) t 
the foUowmg verse in the passage has been wrongly pMt^ 
^ prose : 
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(iK p. 829 ) 

It may be taken a$ a typical illustration of the style and 
consummate schoUrship of Sividitya exhibited in his lost 
works which seem to have been both in prose and verse. In 
the present case ^ivaditya was cited by Gahge^a only to be 
refuted. Gangeia’s own views on the intricate point, the 
definition and function of Videsana and Upalaks^, were 
based on a passage of Udayana ( from the KiranSvail, pp. 201- 
2 ) respectfully quoted and explained by him ( pp. 834-5 ). 

Among the lost works of Srvlditya the Laksaiyimald, 
based on MahavidyS syllogism ( vide Citsufchififea, pp. 280-81 ), 
was probably his masterpiece. We have stated before that 
the recently published work of that name, wrongly ascribed 
to him, is really a long-lost work of Udayana. Not one single 
sentence of ^vaditya, cited by different authorities, can be 
traced in it, ^ii^ditya^s array of intricate definitions, which 
earned for him the epithet of a 'follower of the new crooked 
path' was assailed by Vsdlndra (MahSvidySiAdambana, 
pp 74 79 109 & 117) and more frequently by Citsukha 
( vide C^ufeWttfeff,pp-180,183, 192-3^495,200, 237,295-6, 
309, *323 & 327-8) in the second chapter of the Tdttva- 
pr/idtpika. Among these dozen quotations one ( p. 237 ) is 
particularly important: Citsukha refers to it. as a'crooked 
course’ of the 'modem^ which is really an elaboration of 
Udayana^s words and anonymously quoted by Gahgeja in the 
4ery beginning of the Upldhivada. It should be noticed that 
this very passage of ^ivaditya is ascribed by Anandapurna to 
h^rayaM-Sarvaj^ (q. v.). None of these definitions artf 
traceable in the SaptapadUrthi- 

A very small tract of Sij^itya named Hetukhaij^na 
tias been discovered (Introdi to iiahSvidySvtdiimhana, p. XIX 
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Jn it there are references to two lost works of ^i^ditya, 
‘Upadhivartikd’ md ‘ArthSpaitivSrtika^ and to an unknown 
author of a certain 'Mcyanandani' ( foL S ). Probably Sivaditya 
had written a comprehensive work with the appelative‘Vartika\ 
the above-mentioned works formmg two of its parts. Besides 
the long quotation by Gahgesa ( Pratyakscit pp. 829-30 )* many 
other passages of Sivaditya, all of them intricate and learned, 
are found in various works. We quote some of them below. 
Vardham^a in his Tattvdbodh^i under V. L 37 writes 

I(wamK*i .1 

( fol. 62b ) this seems to imply that like Udayana and many , 
other scholars, Sivaditya had written a separate commentary • 
on the fifth chapter of Gautama, Janakinatha mhis NySya- 
s%ddh3ntama?ij<in refers to an advanced view of Slv^ity a diu s 
( Chowkh. ed. with Yadava’a commentary, p. 9 ) 

'4*: i 

Janakinitha has quoted this same view of Sivaditya at the 
€nd of the Aruxv'iksikltattvavivaraiyi (fol. I66b,). This 
classification of Upadhi into two classes, Sakhanda and 
Akhanda, already referred to by Gangeia ( Pratycksa, p. 842 ), 
has be^ variously ascribed to di^erent scholars. Among 
Nj^ya scholars ^viditya spms to be the earliest. In the 
SaptapadSrthl he devides Samanya (Universals ) into two 
classes Jati and Upadhi perhaps for the first time. 

,v' 

Among other original views of Sivaditya we should men¬ 
tion his definition of Darkness ( Saptapiiciffrthi, p ,84 i ' 

«®ftQT^?fT5«n^rSPiraR') which is an adaptation of the famous vic^.*< 
of the ^ndall Like Bi^sarvajna he accepts « 

separate class of Hetvabhasa, which according to hitft« ^ v. 
fold. Against all Vaiiesika views he enumerates an iel^^- * / 
‘quarter* (Dik) named 'Raudr?. He enumerates-- 
variety of Sananya ‘ParSpara*. His predilection for # £anda^^ \ . 
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is again manifested in hia admittmg 'Citrarasa* (p. 26 ).- 
Balabhadra, the commentator, remarks ( p. 149 ). 

^ivaditya’s date can be easily fixed as the middle of the 
12th century a. i». As he was controverted by the eminent 
scholar of South India, Vadindia, who flourished in the reign 
of the famous Yadava king Singhaoa ( 1210-47 a. d. ) he cannot 
be brought down further than 1175 /. d. He certainly came 
after Udayana and was one of the bright stars in the galaxy of 
^eat scholars who flourished about 1150 a. p. —Srivallabha, 
Sribarsa, Vadivagisvara and others. 

KbsavaMiIka: author of the TarkabhdfS, an ele¬ 
mentary treatise of NySya-Vailesika doctrines, which is more or 
less popular throughout India. It is divided into two broad 
divisions—PramaM and Prameya. It is not cert^ if he belon¬ 
ged to Mithila. As a matter of fact among its numerous com¬ 
mentators ( in Dr. Bhandarkar^s ed., pp. xix-xx the list contains 
28 names), there is only one Gopmatha who belonged to 
Mithite, but his commentary circulated not in MithilS at all but 
in South India. In tbe most flourishing period of advanced 
studies on Navyanyaya in MithilS and Benpl the smaller and 
elementary works never attracted scholars and they became 
extinct or what is more surprising, some of them created excel** 
lent fields elsewhere. There is a notable mstance in the NyJya- 
siddhSntamafljan of JSnakinitha, which was composed at Nava- 
dvipa and completely forgotten there, though it was studied at 
VarS^i and elsewhere for a long time. We believe the Tarka- 
bhdfd similarly was driven out of Mithila and became popular 
in VSi^asi, from where it circulated in other parts of India* 

Out reaaons for regarding Kelava as a Maithlla are the* 
following. (1) The title Miira is found in the colophon of the 
Tarkabhdsd in all manuscripts and that, prima facie, points to^ 
MithiU as the author’s birth place. ( 2 ) Kelava was well-read 
ip the works of Udayana^ At the beginning of his work h& 
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started with Udayana’s definition of Prama (^ 
taken from the KummJKidIt IV. 1 ) and towards the end dted 
hiB definition of the fallacy ‘Asiddhi’ ( also taken exactly from 
the Kusumoftjflli III. p. 39 ) mentioning his name. Moreover,, 
in the latter case Keiava attempts to meet in hU own way the 
objection that Udayana’s definition is open to the charge of 
overlapping. Kelava’s predilection for Udayana might be taken 
as a good poioter to his place of origia ( 3 ) According to 
Peterson ( Cat. of Ulwar Mss., 1892, p. 28 ) the splendid Mss. 
Library of the Maharaja of Alwar prescves a copy ( Ms. No- 
653 ) of a commentary on the TarkahhS^S by Vardhamana 
named TarkaprakoSa and a sub-commentary on the same by 
Ruddatta. We fdled to get any further information on these 
two unique manuscripts. If they have been correctly described 
by Peterson it would be a convincing proof that Ke^ava bebri- 
gcd to Mithila. For, a superior Maithila scholar of the posi* 
tion of Vardhamana could not be supposed to have widded his 
masterly pen upon an elementary work of 'foreign* origin- 

Date of Kekva Mi^a : We are of opinion that Kesava. 
belonged to the middle of the 12th century a. o. His direct 
mention of Udayana and the marked predilection for his views 
point to the same conclusion. He must have preceded Gangesa 
by a length of time. For, Cinnabhatta (late in the 14th cen¬ 
tury A. n. ) commented on it at Vijayanagarl, the great cultural 
centre of South India, where Kesava’s work must have circula¬ 
ted long ago. Cinnabhatta, it should be noted, himself belon¬ 
ged to a very distbguished family and was qmte unaware of 
Ganged- Vardhamana again regarded the LllSmii andAe 
Klwrtdarw, both written in the middle of the 12th century a. i».> 
as the latest classics for him to adorn with masterly commenta¬ 
ries. As Kesava also seems to have attracted his pen, he can¬ 
not be later in date. Ke^ava is unaware of the great ^a^4a*^ 
kara, who was probably his contemporary. His early date 
corroborated by the fact that his work bristles ^th a large 
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number of various readings. According to CinnabhatU, (p. 237) 
«nd following him VisvakarmS { p. 42 )» Kc^ava has controver* 
4ed the views of the Kandal jkara ( vids Kandull, p. 206 ) in his 
treatment of AnumSna. He has similarly rejected the Kandoli^s 
-views on the nature of gold ( which in NySya falls under the 
substance light^ ) preferring Udayana^s opinion on the point 
^ vide Cinnabha$ta, p. 214 ). Ke^ava, therefore^ belongs to an 
•early period, when Udayana's controversy with 6ridhara was 
^ill a current topic. 

Dr* Bhandarkar (in his Introd., p. xxiii) suspected that 
Kesava Bhatta, author of the TarkeuilpikS upon the TarkabhSsS 
'niay be the same’ as Kelava Mlira. KeSava Bhat^a, however, 
•of the LauglksI family was a much later scholar of Varanasi. 
He commented also on Udayana’s Lah^navdli ( transcript at 
MithilS Institute from Baroda) and on the SaptapadSrthx- 
^adsrthacandriks (Tanjoie Gat., pp. 4458-59 ). This latter 
Tippam was composed in 1521 ( 1599 a. •, 

•^ 1 % coiresponding correctly to the year Vikarin, according to 
•the Southern system of the Brhaspati cycle )• 


MAHAMiflorADtiYXyA C'NiniA : One of the authors who 
.is referred to anonymously by Gahge^a. In the 
parlksS ( of VSsudeva Sarvabhauma) of which a unique 
manuscript is now preserved in the Sarasvati-Bhavana, 
Vlrl^si, (foil. 23-143 dated 1503 Saka, the copy belonged 
to the fiunous M. M. Vidyinivlea ) we discovered the follow¬ 
ing passage: (fol. 118) «nf ^ srftj 5 ^ 

?iwnfg 

I (compare RucidatU’s Sabdamnnipraks^a, 
the Pandit, VIII, p. 132 )• There is another quotation from 
Candra in the same work ( fob 70a ) : 

Candcivara (In KrtyaratnakaTa, p. 82 ) calls 
him a g^wrrl. Two works of this scholar have been 
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discovered, which at one dme exercised a great influence, 
among dialecticians of Eastern India. One of if, the ArnTtahindw 
exists in a very incorrect copy in the Asiatic Society ( foil. 49 
the colophon running : sfl 4^ ^ m 

I It deals with ^Vidhi’ and 'Apurva' exclussively 
and proves its affiliation by quotmg only from the Nihandhana' 
( fol. 36b & 48a-b ), Vivarana ( 23a, 36b 48b, both of 

Prabhakara himself ), PrakaranapOHjikS ( of Silikanatha, 34a ) 
and Mal^vrata (45a ). This book also has been cited in- 
Sarvabhauma’s &ahdamai}ipanksS ( under ' Apurvavada,. 
fol. 28b : 

4t«lIw<JI*1 H'tI< ?TlTr%q?TSB H4*1*bl4<^ 53 ^ 4 - 3 *- 

WT I Both Candra and his work, the AmrtabiTvi^ 
were cited also in the ^obd^lo^ddyota of ( Sarvabhauma’s son ), 
Vshinipati BhaJ^acirya ( fol. 23a-b of Ms. of the Bhau Daji 
collection at Poona ), 

Another work of Candra named N<pfaratnakara exist® 
in the Datbaia Library at Nepal ( H. P. &strl i Nepal Cat~, 
1905, p. 113 ). At the end of this book Candra mentioned 
that he belonged to the 'Poiili* family :— 

There is no family in Mithila, as fax as we have learnt, which 
has Poiili as its Mulagrama, though he has been claimed for 
Mithila by M, M. Dr. Umesha Mishra (Jha Commemoration 
VoL, p. 243 ). PoSall happens to be a well-known ^rotriya. 
family of Radhiya Brahmanas of Bengal. It still survives in 
Bengal by the name 'I'usilala' belonging to the Kliyapa gotnu. 
In earlier genealogical works the name is mentioned regular^ 
as 'Posali* or 'Posal? (tnde the texts cited by us in 1. H, Q.^ 
Ill, p. 139 ). It was situated somewhere in lU^a or West 
Bengal. In this book Candra refers to the Vivarcnc, the- 
Viveha, the (of ^likanatha) and SrIkara (Jha 

Comm. 'Vo!., p. 245 ). 
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Candra held independent views about the categMies, 
which according to him were eleven in number. S^ara 
Msta in the Vsdivinoda {p. 53 ) and Padman^l^ in Ws 
Setutifea ( p* 105 ) describe him as Trabhakaraikadeaxn for 
that reason. According to Candra 'Ownership^ ( ^ ) is the 
«ghth category. His views on the point are given and 
refuted by Vacaspati Miira 11 in the Tattvsioha under li. i. 33 
< fol. mh : ) arid anonyrnously 

by Vardhamana in the Llldvailpraksia ( pp. 8^83 ). He was 
•undoubtedly one of the Prabhakara scholars, whose works 
Oahge^a speciaUy studied under professor s as s tated by him 
at the commencement of his book 

For, the Amrtflinndu exibita to a large extent the Navyanyaya 
style of almost interminable streams of arguments and counter¬ 
arguments so prominent in Gangeia. Candra was one of the 
original sources of GahgeU in the VidhivSda and Apurvav^a 
portions of the ^abdakhanda and as such we caimot but refer 
to him here though we hold that he was a Bengali by origin. 

According to M. M. Dr. Mishra Candra’s date is 'before 
1100 Ko: (Jha Comm. Vol, p.246). This is no longer 
•tenable. The Viveha mentioned by Candra b the Ntfyaratna- 
jiara is the Nayavivekd of BhavanStha, who cites Srikara by 
name ( p. 271). Bhavanatha was most probably a rival and 
contemporary ofBhavadeva, as mdicated by Nandilla-Gopa 
b the commentary of the ^abodhacarvirodaya (II. 3 ), Bhava- 
^leva’s period of activity has been fixed by us withm 1060- 
1110 *-o. XXn. pp. 133-35). Candra cannot, 

therefore, be placed before the 12th century a. d. and as he is 
^dted by Muriri he cannot be later cither. 

DrvAsABoPAPBTXTA : a supreme authority b the Nylya* 
Vaiiesika literature ofMithi^, better known as the Uddyota- 
kara. * Divikara’s name is familiar among scholars from a rare 
<juotation found b Jagadiia^s (Varanasi 
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>ed,, p. 171 in tke section on Karaka : 

irm 5 cg^Kw$r 5 rt^...... )• 

Jagadi^, a comparatively late author, borrowed this from the 
Ani^tfefifettattvuvtt^rana, a separate commentary on NySya^tra 
{ Chap. V only ) by Janaklnatha, father of Jagadl^a's teacher 
Ramabhadra SSrvabhauma ( Sarasvati-Bhavana Ms. of Rama- 
bhadra’s Nydyarahasyay fol, 156a ). From Pragalbha's M<initife3 
we first came to know that Divakara preceded Ganged. In the 
IharavSda, commenting on the passage 

^ ( B. I. ed., p. 131 ), Pragalbha explains 
( Anum5na-Pr<igaIb/ii, S. B. Ms, fol. 190a and Bombay 
R. A, S. copy fol. 160a ). There is a passage in the Dravyor 
praks^a of Vardhamana where two former explanations of a 
statement of Udayana are cited ( Kiraiiavali, Varanasi ed., p# 
50 fn.: the reading in the B. I. ed., pp. 217-18 is corrupt:— 

II Pragalbha gives here a 
very informative note in the Dravya-Pragdlhht ( Navadvipa Ms. 
fol 113a ) : I Divakara, 

therefore, commented on the Kirandvall before Vardhamana as 
did another rival scholar of MithilS named Prabhikara. In the 
Dravya section Pragalbha has adorned his sub-commentary with 
very frequent quotations from Divakara; we counted as many 
•as 50 ( from tbl. 30 to 140 ), which is by far the largest num¬ 
ber from a single author. Pragalbha evidently regarded him as 
a very great authority upon Udayana. Phrases like 
( fol 83a X 

'79a, 109b, 121b & 130a ) display his regard for him. Some 
of these passages of Di\iG;ara also prove that Vardhamana is 
indebted to a large extent to Divakara for the formidable pre« 
'cision of his style in defining various terms. Medieval scholar^ 
ship for a long time consisted in bringing out the full signifi¬ 
cance of every part of these definitions. The definition of 
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Dravyatva in Dravyapraksia (B, I. ad., p. 164) was formulated' 
by Vardhamana after rejecting that of Di\^ara ( p. 163 ). For, 
Pragalbha here again gives us the information (fol. 86b • 

Another well-informed scholar of Bengal Pundarlkaksa 
Vid^^sagara refers to Divikara in the following revealing pas* 
sage of the K3tantrapradipa in the section on KSraka ( printed 
in Gurunatha’s ed, of the KaJSpa, p. 715 ) :— 
swft 

Here two works ofDivSkara have been mentioned by name, 
Khaj}^naflks and Nibundhoddyota. The Uddyota has been 
mentioned by VScaapati 11 in the TattSloka ( fol. 53a ) under 
L i. 10« The illuminating passage la cited below : 

I ?T ^ 

Sankara Miira also mentioned the Uddyotc as one of the three 
illuminating commentaries on the Nibandka* Vasudeva Slrva» 
bhauma in AnumJnama^ipartjbf J ( S« B. Ms. fol. 6a ) cited a 
doctrine of the PramaiioddyoUi, 

Fortunately a fragment of the book is preserved in the 
Asiatic Society ( No. 4770 of the Govt, collection ), though its 
great importance was missed by H. P. Sastri and other scholars. 
This unique copy written in the Maithila script is dated 164 
L. S., but the copy in palm leaves is very much injured; several, 
leaves are missing and several torn« It b^ins :_ 

II li 

q; I 
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^ntwnmwwR i ?r5 

;f?T: I 2Tg sj^fROTliT: ?|5T 

lft^5T^RJ^5WF?f I ^rfiRTT OTTOTf^l ^ 

? «Rr sn^—^ ^ 

^ 1 «rsT^ «i?4i(h wd^iMdd^^iH^^n: afd^ri^wi >5^ Sw: ?psn 

•^ i rw 2fi?T5fwf?rmf^^: I toRj 

I The last folio ( which is fortianately preserved 
with the page-mark lost, the previous folio, not however the 
immediately preceding one, being marked 56 ) is wholly repro¬ 
duced, containing an extremely valuable colophon though tom 
at a vital place. ...% # I «WT 

g^ t nfq dw ^rntn^ll 

ifliTTfti^n1^OTc% ^ 21:1 


.dtW I 

ftnsgRtmrq^^rra^ II 


S T ^ ^T tgn qsft l^d l «h< g^ M. 

II Div5kara*8 father served a certain king of 
Mithila in an important priestly function and the transcript 
( dated somewhere between 1272 and 1283 a. n. ) was made 
when a certain king was reigning in Mithila. As if by a cons¬ 
piracy the two royal names have been tom off I 


In the above extract the name of Divakara's commentary 
•on the JCtrdij2i«il5 has been preserved viz. V i r. X s a, Mallinatha 
in his commentary on the T^Tfeifeorafej^ once ( p, 129 ) referred 
to Divakara as the Vilasakara and cited hU definition of Moksa 
<a»n jfi^: 

Pragalbhapreferred 

.to him once as the Vilasakara (DratoKi-PriJgalbfn. fol. 73a). 
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The VilSsa is dted twice in Paksadhara^s Dravyaviveka 
(fb). 90a & 96a ). In the above fragment of the Uddyota 
DivSkara frequently dted from previous commentaries without 
of course naming them and in most places refuted their argu* 
ments; e. g. ( foi« 21a X ( 23b ), ib. (32a). 

( 33b ), ^ 5 ( 55b ) and ( 62a ). All 

these prove that a long line of scholiasts upon Udayana’s 
Nibandha existed before the times of Divakara. The following 
passages are extracted from the fragment as somewhat 
interesting: 


( fol. 16a ). 

(33b) 

q 3 i (41a) 


Buddhist doctrines are refuted in this chapter and in that con¬ 
nection Divakara records the important fact that he commented 
also on Udayaaa's Bauddhsdhiksra : «rftnp 

] (51b). It is interesting to note that this 
long-lost commentary of Divakara bore the name the ^lofea 
the title of the famous commentary of Jayadeva { Paksadhara ) 
on the TattvacintSnuinu 


Divakara also commented on Udayana’s KiumafT/flii and 
the name of this commentary xvas P a b i ai a l a« It was men* 
tioned by ^fikara Miira in the following line siTOl ^ 
tqiw This portion of Sankara's commentary has 

been mysteriously tagged on to the beginning of Ramabhadra 
Sarvabhauma^s KusumSfijalikSrikSvySkhyS j we have discussed 
the point under Tvantopadhylya below. Ankara evidently 
mentioned the three names of previous commentaries-in the 
ascending order of chronology, provbg that Divakara preceded 
both Vardhamana and the MakarandakSra (i. e. Tvantopi* 
dhySya). This Parimala of Divakara has been approvingly 
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cited’ once by ^Uvabhauma in his extensive commentary on a 
•ii^lc phraac of Gahgesa (Vyaptivida, Purva- 
paksa, p. 8? ) thus i—qan:, ^rnTRTftTOOTT^ 
itrft 1 ( Anurn3fwm4mpurtfe?3, fol. 26a ). 

The Parimala has also been cited by Rucidatta five times in 
the Makaranda upon Vardhamlna’s KusumSnjalipmkS^a { vide 
Chowkh. ed. Stavaka I, pp. 22-23, III, p. 21, IV, p. 1 and 
V, p, 10 ). The Parimala is not a sub-commentary on Var- 
dhamlna’s Pra^fa as U somerfmcs wrongly taken. A frag¬ 
ment of it was discovered long ago in a Jaina Bhandara,. 
quite beyond the reach of scholars (D«cnptii;e Catalogue 
of Manuscripts in the Jcin Bhandars at Pattan. Vol. I,. 
Introd, p- 44 )• Divakara became famous by his great com¬ 
mentaries on all the major works of Udayana, though there ia 
no evidence available yet that he had commented on the Pari- 
also, We shall refer to an interesting doctrine which: 
s^ins to have been first promulgated by Divakara. The pre¬ 
positions ( Upasargas ), according to a view asaibed commonly 
to the Kandalikfira, ( compare Kandall p- 2 )' 

directly denote meanings by the primary function of words ; in. 
other words they are Udayana denies them any such 

function, they only can eluddate meanings which primarily 
belong to the verbs to which they are attached. That is to say 
they are only Divakara adopted a middle course—they 

•are in cases where the primary meanings of verbs are con- 
.tradicted by the prepositions; in the rest, they are Thi«- 

view has been cited and rejected by Gangek ( S< 2 b(k part, 
UpasargaT^da, p. 856). That the vdew was advocated by 
.Divakara is stated by PundarBiSksa Vidyasagara m the K3tantTO- 
.f T4d^ thus. >' 


• ' R r tidi j : *1^ vnant I • " ' 

• ' rRTRft II 

^ *ra^a!l (Gutunitha’s ed. of Ksusntr^ 


'-.V 
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Divakara *3 date can now be definitely fixed within 1200 
50 A. D. He cannot be placed before 1200 a. d. ts he had com¬ 
mented, perhaps for the first time, on the KIuhj^tw and ret^ 
ted to more than one previous commentaries on Udayaiu, Un 
the other hand the date of the transcript of his Udyota (fatog 
within 1272-83 a, r,) marks the lower limit of his date. The 
^transcript might have been made within his very lifetime. 

PftAunXKAiiorADHTATA. I Ooe of the greatest pre-Gahgeia 
.scholars of the NySya-Vaifefika, whose name had been Iwt for 
;a long time. He was not a hfimamsaka and it goes without 
sajnng that he is not identical with Prabl^ra Misra the 
founder of a J^mamsa school, who preceded him by at Iwst 
500 years. He probably wrote commenUries on all the four 
major works of Udayana. In the Drdvya^Pragalhhi ( ^ umque 
manuscript preserved in the Public Library at Navadvipa 
tiated 386 L. S„ examined by us thoroughly 15 years ago ) the 
following references to Prabhikara were traced. WT 
rm ( fol. 83a). This proves that Prabhlk^a wroU a com¬ 
mentary on TJdayana’a Puriiuddht. HtTT 
*( foL 98b : this is also from the Ntb^ndhutifea ). The next 
passage is cited in full ( fol. Il6fa s vide KirariSvcR, Bj^I.^ed., 

p. 221) : ^ 

II In this illuminating passage Pragalbha refers to three 
distinguished scholiasts on the Kiranavdt which include 
Prabhikara. In ( fol. 133a r vide B. L ed., p. 

261 ), the full name with the. title Ui»dbySya attached should 
be noted. ( B. I. ed., p. 268 )-<nFrRt 

smm: (fol. m (136b). 

In the Up<jmSru«unigruh4 of Pragalbha ( A. S. Ms. No. 
)1752 dated 1643 V. S. ) it is deafly stated that Gangeia quo¬ 
ted Prabl^ara's definition (foL4a: 
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vide Updmdndkhan^, B. I. ed., p-18 )• It is pro¬ 
bable that Gangesa here quoted from Prabhakara’s commentary, 
on the Kusumai\jalu There is another quoution f rom Prabhg^- 
kaxa in the same part of GahgeSa’s work { p. 90 : 

—fol. 16a ). 

It is now possible to state that a famous passage of Gah- 
gc^a in the VySptivSda^ which has now developed into a. 
separate section called is a quotaUon from this 

PrabhSkara, For, what Mathuranatha ( follo wing Ja yadeva's> 
note SWTO ) vaguely explained as (p. 165> 

is really a quotation from Prabh5karopadhyaya as Pragalbha 
definitely stated ( fol. 19a of Ms. No. Z98 ^of the JarasvatU 

Bhavana : H *41^41 Id* ^ )• 

tion of the title UpSdhyaya conclusively proves that a particu¬ 
lar scholar is meant here belonging evidently to the same school 
of neo-logic and not certainly a follower of the Prabhi- 
. kara school of MiralihsS. Here also the passage is probably 
taken from Pxabhikara's commentary on the JfiuuTnurljdli. 

This Prabhakara also commented on the LJISvdti of ^i 
vallabha. Bhagiratha in his sub<ommcntary on VardhamaM^e 
LllSvatlpTokiUa pointed out two cases where Vardhamana cited, 
from Prabhakaropldhyaya (Chowkh. ed., pp. 142 and 355 : 

)• Paksadhara’s LtlSvdtitnvefen there 

are eleven such Tefcreacea-( Golebrooke’s copy now in London 
. 1. O.: foil. 2a, 5a, 15a. 18a. 39b. 49b. 58a, 61a. 78a and 93b )., 
Some of these references are important, The following pas¬ 
sages cited by Vardhan^ in his Lllavaf^praka^ are, accord- 
. ing to Paksadhara, from Prabbakaroi»dhyaya 
(1) p. 16 «F^=:snTm^n«n?n: (fol. 5a) 

( 2) p. 280 : \ (6la 

(3) p. 283 1 I ( «^». ) 

(4) ?• 499 I 
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«A|^N4l4*iraf ^ I ( )• 

It should be noticed that in the second passage Vardhamana 
istyles Pcabhlkara as ‘Saihpradayavit’ and in the last case Pa^a- 
dhara refers to him simply as ‘UpadhySya, The Name of 
Prabhakara's commentary was ‘Prald[4a’ as indicat ed by 
dhara in one place { foL 58a ; 

5g: WR? I vtds LxlSvatl, p. 264 )• In another ppsagc 

< 39b) Prabhakara is stated to have accepted Kandalikara's 
view about the existence of ‘Chitrarasa’ ( vide Kandad, p. 30 
last line ). We need hardly state that Prabl^ara, regarded as 
an authority by VatdhamSna, was a Maithila and flourished 
.about a century after ^Ivallabha in the middle of the 13th 
century a. 0 . 

TittANi MiHa One of the greatest pre-Gangeia 
■authorities of Mithila. The name of his treatise is Ratnakoia, 
'which has been respectfully cited by Ma^ntha and Gchgda. 
A famous tract of Harirama TarkavagUs of Navadvipa ( pro- 
fessor of GadSdhara goes by the name of Ratmho^avicSTa and 
its copies are available in almost every manuscript library in 
India. It begins :— 

l (from an old copy 

in our possession ). The whole passage has been cited and 
refuted by Gangeia (Anumami, pp, 885*88 ) as well as by 
Manikantha ( p. 176 ). Describing a copy of Harirama ( ot 
‘GadSdbara) elaborating this remarkable thesisof the I^trur- 

Hall wrote in 1859 (Index, P< B1 ) that its 'author has not 
been ascertained'. Unfortunately he added the following note 
later on ( p. 202 ) : T know of another work called Ratnako^, 
a collection of aphorisms of definition, by one Prthvidhara 
Acirya.' This has misled scholars for the best part of a 
• century to believe that Ffthvidhara was the author of the 
J^tnufeofG cited by Gangers. An unitelligible aphorism of 
Iffriivldhara’s i^tnnho^ has been cited by Hall ( ^jvr 


TaraniMiira 
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Preface p. 6, fn.)* As 
Dumerous passages of the Ratnahosa cited by Gangda are 
•now available, it is beyond doubt that this latter work was 
a discursive treatise and did not consist of aphorisms at all. 
Rucidatta distinctly sUtes in the following passa ge tha t the 

name of its author was Taram Mira^ 

( Amm^TUiprdkS^a, IlvaravSda, 

printed in the appendix to Chowkb, ed. of Gadadharj, p. 2015 1 
two A.S. Mss. fol. 121b & 288a). WhUe explaining the 
passage of the Ratnako^a cited in the NySyaratna of Mani- 
kanjha ( p. 178 ) Vicaspati Milra 11 notes : ( fol. 

37b). It should, therefore, be taken as finally settled that 
the name of the lor^-lost Rattufeosa’s author was Tara^ Milra- 

There are six important passages of Rotrtafeosd cited by 
VardhamSna in the PdriHs^prahSi^ (PP* 

115 & 125 ). All of them belong to the section on Nigraha- 
-sthana. Except in the last case Vardhamana dted the 
passages with approval There are four important passages 
of the Ratnako^a cited in the printed portion oftheNydyd- 
mbandhdprafeafd of VardhamSna. In the 6rst passage ( p. 163: 

compare also Ltlavatlpraka^a 
p. 626) the peculiar view ascribed to the Ratndkosa and 
routed by Vardhamana is already cited under the heading 
by Gafigela hknself ( Pratyafe^d part, p. 842 ) and 
also refuted by the latter. The second passage is much more 
• important elucidating the basic doctrine underlyi ng ^the tot 
passage* It runs 

WT ^ arrftfrawi M 
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appears, however, that this Bha«a view was already accepted 
by ^ivSditya Miira ( q. v. ) and though Vardhamana Ua not 
accepted it in the present passage he is disUnctly cited by 
‘ Praealbha as advocating the selfsame view (Anumdrw- 
fVdgdlbhi, foh 182a ) 

in^: I The next passage 

fo. 341) cites a demdon of the term VSde from the Rrtnclwfd : 

\ qw 1 The 

last passage ( p. 468 ) is also a remartable one ; VardhmSna 
refers to it at the end of a quotation from his father Ganged 

and rejects it thus ^ 

Gangers cited this anonym 

mously ( Pratyahsa part, p. 653 under Samavaya). Gahgeia^s 
indebtness to the Ratnukosn is clearly stated by Vacasjwti 
* Mifra II: the refuUtion (ib. p. 846 ) of Gahgek according 
to him follows the view-point of the Ratnaho^a 
; tr i ifa ( Praiyaksamai\{pTahaia, fol. 59a ). 

Vardhamana has also referred to the Ratofecfc in the 
LllSva^prakdia. The passage on the section on Fallacy ia 
reproduced below as a typical instance of the intricate style 
of the author* 






i (Chowk, ed., pp. 608-9 ; 

BhSgiratha notes, )• 

There are toee passages In the TattvBloitd of VSeaspati. 
Misra 11 referring to Tarani Mili;a. Un^der I. ii. 7 • 

51^5 \ W'*l There 

is an illuminating passage under II. u 38, which is also cited 
below fully as a typical instance of the style and scholarship of 
'the great aiithor. 


Tarani Milra 7^ 

“ftroanTt I ^n^nftrfimr g 

^rcfPTT^^ ^r^:\ 

f«n; TO W 

% 1 <iilM4< i < Tifif: 

TOJ TOf«4il^jj^(i«<dftftwii<rii^f^*iJ ^T^rs^TO 
♦ ^«-^ [^—H i^r ?w5^ffef!TO^tWTO^isft*T9f^ 

I h-HPs^h ot ai<!i5- 

S«on^5TO. *1^ 

fWTj: I ( foL 112a-b ), 

There is another loag passage ofTaramMista under 
II. i. 63 ( fol. 130a ), where \^caspati II made an elaborate 
treatment of VidhivSda ( fblli 123-33 ). 


Sankara Miira recorded an origina! view of the Ratnah£>^ 
admitting ^ fourth kind of Kathi ( Yddivinoda, p. 2) and cited 
its definition of the fallacy p* 17 )i It should be 

mentioned here that Gangers has finally accepted the definition 
of the term UpJdhi given by the RdtnahoM ( p. 336: aiw g 
). That Gangesa refers to the Ratnakosakara in the 
very last definition cited by him in the Purvapaksa (pp. 331-33) 
is clearly stated by both Sarvabhauma ( fol. 94 ) and Jayadeva 
( Alofeflr fob 34b )» though Manikantha ( p. 86 ) is not quite 
^kar on the point. It is likely that Gangek adopted a c^no- 
Jogic^ order incitbg and criticising'the eight definitiooa in 
the Purvapa^a. If so. it may be also surmised that Tara^ Miira 
omesUghtly after Manikantha and all of them were mere 
or less contemporaries. Taram Miira should, therrfore. be 
Jiving about 1300 i. v% 
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SoKDADOPADflrXiA (also spelt Sokdala t This, 
superior scholar of MithiS has been immortalised by Gangeia 
or more correctly by the scholiasts of Gangers as the pro* 
pounder of an exceptional kind of NegaUon ‘whose countcr- 
pcsitivene^ is determined by ah essence pertaining to a 
different substratum' () and 
which is, therefore, universally existent Sondada consequently 
rejects in a manner the doctrine of AnyathSkhylti { erroneous 
conception ) advocated by orthodox Nylya scholars. Gahgeia 
refers to this amazing kind of Negation in the Vyaptivida and 
rejects it concisely. Sarvabhauma notes at the beginning of 
the particular section i 

I ( AnumdnmJ^ipdnfejJ, fol. i3a ). 
The arguments against Sondada were elaborated by 
Yajnapati and Jayadeva, but ^iromani raised issues on the 
problem, concluding practically with an admission of that kind 
of negation, which marked one of the advanced courses of 
Navyanyaya studies and contributed to the fame and popularity 
of Sonda^ who started the debate. 

According to the scholiasts, GangeSa had referred to- 
Sondada in many other places. We shall soon see under 
Manikantha that m the UpIdhivSda (p. 317*22) the views 
cited and refuted under the heading ^ g were assetibed 
to ‘Saundada' by Gadadhara ( p. 916 ). In the section on 
Akahksa ( pp. 202-4 ) Sondada's definition of that term his. 
been cited and refuted by Gangeia. 

In the Vidhivada again a passage of Sondada has been 
‘ cited twice ( iQbdah}un)4^, Pt. 11, pp. 24 & 276 ), the last time 
under the heading This proves that Sondada, like 

Manikantha, was only slightly senior to GangeSa. AUn^in 
the ( p. 221 ? ) is a refutation of Sondada accOtdiBg 

io Vid yani\itsa ( 49b ). • _ ; 

1, Vi<ie, Sandah UpSdhyJya : Kaviraja, ^ B. Studies, Vol. 11^ p. 
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Mathur^ltha in his commentary on Gangesa has cited 
two passages of SondadopSdhySya, not found elsewhere. The 
first is a definition of Kevalanvayi ( B. I. ed., p. 575 ), which 
Las been ascribed, wrongly as far as we have ascertained, ia 
some copies to UpSdhj^ya i.e. Yajnapati, in whose work it is 
cot traceable. There is another passage of Sondada cited by* 
MathurSnatha under VidhivSda { p. 217 ). 


An intricate passage in the Siddhinta portion of the 
section on Paramaria ( pp. 508-9,, beginning with sw dt )* 
is cited from Sondada^ for Sarvabhauma clearly notes here : 

( AnUmSnamdTiipdriksS, fol. 131a ). 
Sarvabhauma also quotes a long passage towards the end of 
the section on Bldha as from Sondada and others ( fol. 205a 

). The following interesting passage is 
found ia the TattvSloka of VSeaspati Milra II under I. i. 22, 
where various views about salvation ( Apavarga ) have been 
cited and discussed r ^ ^ W kM^<M ! * 1 N: ^ 

^ ^ 1 ?nn ^ i ^ 

^ pn s{s^\ 


I 3^1 (London I. O. copy, 
fbl. 63a). A Smarta scholar of Bengal named Krpirama 
Tarkavagisa composed a large treatise named Navyddharm^ 
pra£pd in 1686 Sab (i.e. 1764-5 a.d. ). In the explanatiojv 
of the. well-known Mimansa argumerit called occurs 

the following passage^ 

5051^ ^ 1 (Ms. 

No. 1602 of Vapgiya Sihitya Parisad, Calcutta,' fol.- 84a ' <4 
^(]hdakhd^4^i ii... pp.* 509-12 ). ^ndada was regarded in hia. 
times as the supreme leader of the social luei^hy > in M^^f t 


82 History of Navya-Ny5ya b Mithill 

This important fact is sUted m a remarkable passage m the 
TdHvanimiya of Paksadharopidhyaya ( fl. 1 4<y a.p.) , ave^ 
rare Srajti work. It runs--sra t?r^(=r7>r( 

^ ( fol- 26 a 

in tKe Mithila lostitute; under the topic of Sapindikaia^a 
to be performed on the 12th day ). 


Soodada^s date can be safely placed about ^00 a,d., as 
he was regarded as a 'recent' scholar by both ManikariAa and 
Gahgesa. The memory of hU sogial supremacy was still alieve 
in 1400 A.D. and the intricate nature of his style and arguments 
betray a comparatively late age. We are not inclmed, therefore, 
to place him before 1275 a. i'. 

MaHikantea MiSkaj One of the greatest and 

latest authorities of Navyanj^yi consulted by 
appears to have been profoundly influenced by him. The only 
existing treatise by him named Ny5yflT<Jtn/i has been fortuna¬ 
tely published recently in the Madras Govt. Oriental series 
with a commentary by Nrriihhayajvan ( 1953, pp. 249 with 
Introd. etc. ). It roughly covers the same ground as the Anu- 
inSjvi part of Gahgeda. with which it bears a very fruitful coi^ 
parisen. It is divided into 13 sections and the latter half of 
the book is taken up by an elaborate treatment of all the varie¬ 
ties of debates and fallacies including at the very end a small 
section on the Malwvidyl syUo^sms. It has been stated in the 
EngUsh Introduction ( p. »nd ) that 'priority between Ga^ek 
and Manikantha cannot be proved*, though it has been surroi- 
«ed on good grounds in the Sanskrit btroduction ( p. 109 ) that 
Ma^a^tha slightly preceded Gangek. The Mowmg evi- 
<3ence8 on the point, some of which we had published about a 
decade ago ( G. Jha R. I. Jourm. Vol IV, p. 300 ) prove con¬ 
clusively that Manikantha preceded Gangesa and the fact was 
inown to earlier Navyanyaya scholars. 
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( 1 ) In the Siddl^nta portion of the Upadhi%^da Gahge4a 
dted a passage under the caption (B. Ir cd,, pp* 365*69)- 
Vaaudeva SSrvabhauma distinctly notes here that the reference 
is to Manikantha—^iraKiS.—( Sarasvatl-Bha* 
vana Ms. of Sarvabhauma’s AnurnSn<manipctrlk§S, fol. 106b )- 
As a matter of fact the £ist portion of the passage is found in 
the NySyaratna ( p, 92 ). Gahgela did not actually controvert 
the views expressed in the passage, but according to a welK 
known convention among philosophical authors all passages, 
ascribed to others are not their own and scholiasts invariably 
try to bring out the unexpressed defects. In the present case 
also Sarvabhauma has criticbed Mamkantha on behalf of Gan- 
gcla ( fbh Z07-8 : ^ 


( 2 ) Under the heading Gangers dted and criticised 
a definition in the very next passage ( pp, 369-74 ), which is. 
Immediately followed by a passage of %|^ ( p, 375 ) without: 
any criticism. This latter is also taken from Mamkantha 
( NySyaratiui, p. 94 ) and Sarvabhauma remarks to clear the 
somewhat anomalous reference ( fol. 108b ) 

24?^5| 3^^ I 


( 3 ) In the section on Parlmaria the passage 

^ Htfet f% 5 I (p. 507) is- 

a refutation by Gangesa of Manikantha’s views ( Nydyaraina^ 
p. 120, lines 9-10), as stated by Sarvabhauma ( fol. 130b i 

( 4 ) A definition of Savyabhlcara, one of the fallacies, 
has been cited and criticised by Gangeia ( pp. 812-13 : 

). It exactly occurs in the NySyaratTiC (p. 166^ 
and we are again indebted to Sarvabhauma for the information 
( fol, 189b : qJW 
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We should mentiwi here that the first two passages refer¬ 
red to above ate quoted more exactly by Vardhamana and m a 
«)mbined forni in the KusumS^ialiprafeafa (Ill, p. 36 ) and 

What is much mote important the first passage is also quoted 
in Vardhamana’s PrarnSnapraklia ( p. 691) under the heading 
VardhamSna, it should be noted, wrote all his 
wks after taking lessons directly from his father and Mani- 
kantha was to them a recognised authority of the school of Navya- 
nyiya- This is amply borae out by Ganges's borrowings from 
Manikantha in every section common in their works. We shaU 
cite*some instances. It was Mamkantha who first controverted 
the well-known retort of ^riharsa against Udayana (in the sec¬ 
tion on Tarka, p. 19 ) ; Gangefa reproduced the argument of 
Manikantha and added to it ( p. 233 ). There cannot be any 
sSoubt .that Gangeia formulated his famous definition of the 
term Vylpti ( known as Siddhantalaksana, p. 100 ) on the basis 
ofMa^antha’s own definition (p. 55). Gangela's section 
U^dbyablasa (pp. 398-405 ) is wholly borrowed from 
Manlkantha ( pp. 105-108 ), many of whose passages (includ¬ 
ing *an important one of the MSnamanohira as noted m the 
conmentary, pp. 106-7 ) hive been omitted by him. Similar 
borrowings can be detected in the sections on Avayava and 
HetvabhSsa. It should be .noticed that Gafigesa has entirely 
omitted the sections on Katha, Chala, Jati, Nigrahastona and 
MahSvidya found ih the Nyayaratm. 

We should refer to one more passage, which has an 
important bearing on Mamkan{ha’s probable age. In the sec¬ 
tion on Upadhivada ( 82-3 ) Manikactha cited and refuted 

the views of a scholar under the heading Ga^esa 

oited the same views under the heading g and almost 
.exactly reproduced the arguments of Ma^an^ha in their refu- 
'tation ( pp. 317-22 ) with an additional argument of his own at 
the end. According to Ga<tedhara ( Chowkh. ed., p. 916 ) the 
views refuted by Gangesa in the passage under discussion were 
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'Of Sondadop^dhyaya. Though no other scholiast has roen- 
tioned this feet so categorically it is supported indirectly by 
Yajnapati whose words have been reproduced by Pragalbha : 

. 

'( Anumam^Prasalbhi. foU 33a ). So also Sarvabhaum a yon 
the same passage: 

(f<^l* ), as well as Jayadeva in the 

Aloha ( fol. 33a ). As Sondada has been cited by Gahgeia also 
under the epithet ( Vidhivida p. 276 ), both Manikantha 
and Gahgela were slightly removed from the times of Sondada 
and all the three great scholars thus become more or less con¬ 
temporaries, a feet of supreme importance for the purposes of 
•chronology. 

There cannot be any question that a scholar referred to 
•by Vardhamana as ‘Sampradlyavid’ belonged to Mithili In 
fact, a copy of the Nyayaratna in the Telugu characters preser¬ 
ved at Tanjore { Cat., p. 4735-7 ) mentions in the colophon, 
unfortiinately corrupt in reading, that Manikantha was a ^Tira- 
bhuktiya' Miira and was the Judicial chief of a certain king. 
The exact reading of the colophon runs: 

?mT There was a 

conjunct consonant 7) in the gap bored through by insects. 
The other copy in Grantha character was evidently only a 
transcript, mote corrupt in reading, of the Telugu copy. It 
may be sunmised that the book was written at the court of a 
foreign kingdom ( Uttaramuska ? ) outside Mithill; a Maithila 
author would not desaibe himself as Tlrabhuktiya in his 
Country. Manikantha may thus be among the band of scholars 
■who carried the banners of Mithila in other provinces. 

In Mithila also Manlkanfra's name was respectfully meh- 
-tioned by eminent scholars. Vacaspati MiSra II wrote a com- 
' mentary bn the NySyaYatna \ we have given an account of this 
interestmg work in a subsequent chapter, oankara MiSra quo- 
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ted Manikantha^s definitions of three Nigrahasthlnas ( 

in the Vsdivinoda ( pp. 35-6 ). Yajna- 
pati’B son Narahari USdhyaya in the section on Paksata attemp¬ 
ted to answer an adverse criticism of his father by his teacher 
jayadeva and quoted Manikan^ha in his own support ^ TO 

( Tanjore Ms. No. 10944 of Anu- 
rnSnadUsanoddhara, fol. 70a ). Jayadeva^s nephew Vasudeva in 
his turn attacked Narahari and concluded his argument with 
the humorous line ( London, 

L O. copy of Visudeva’s ChintSn\a7}ii\k5, fol. 44b ). All these 
references prove that inspite of Gafigela’s epochmaking treatise 
Mamksntha’s work continued to be studied in Mithila for a 
long dmc and it enjoyed a pan-Indian popularity, as its copies 
are preserved in almost all Mss. libraries of India. It is rather 
surprising that an 18th century scholar of South India commen¬ 
ted on it; the published commentary was written under a 
monarch Camatija ( of Mysore) who ruled late in the 18th 
century ( Ny^^ratmi, p. 7, Intiod., p. xxxiv ), 


Manikantha had written another book named Nya7a- 
01 N T A M A ^ I twice quoted by him in the NySyarctna (pp. 108 
and 220). the name of this lost work has been printed as 
NayaciniSmani, but the variant ( printed in p. 220 f. n. ) is in 
our opinion the correct one. For, VIcaspati Mika II in his 
commentary on the first passage quotes from this lost work and 
concludes ^ TOT 59 fSf TO 

I ( B.OJI.L Ms. No. 775 of 1884-87, fol. 25a ). 
The two references prove that it was a more elaborate work,, 
coverbg partly at least the same ground as the NySyaratna, It 
was apparently superseded by Gangeia’s work bearing almost 
the same name. We believe a careful search among the large 
number of manuscripts of Gafigeia^s work may lead to the disr 
covery of the long-lost Cinidmani of ManikanAa. 
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Like all Navyanylya authors of the period Manikantha 
quotes Udayana more frequently than any other authority; the 
of Udayana has been cited a dozen times 
towards the end in the sections on Jati and Nigrahasthana 
•( from p. 202 ) and, what is somewhat surprising, mostly criti¬ 
cised. The Kusumclrljah is also cited and refuted once (p. 8I)i 
Kext to Udayana the Khandanaklra was reckoned with by 
Manikantha and refuted four times ( pp. 19, 39, 155 and 173 )• 
But the most important reference found In Mamkantha is to 
the Ratnakolaldita (pp. 86 & 178). As far as our present 
knowledge goes, the RdtTulsoid is cited by Manikantha alone 
among pre-Gange^a authorities. 


Among original views of Manikantha we need only refer 
to two remarkable ones. Like Siromani he has rejected Sanwnya- 
lak^a^ ( pp. 63-67 ), thus aligning himself for once with the 
PrabhSkara school. Gahgesa^s separate section upon that term 
frnally establishes it as a fundamental doctrine of the NySya 
philosophy. Manikantha's commentator Vacaspati Mi^ra II, 
therefore, attempts a compromise ( foL 14b • ^ .. 

I). According to Manikantha again AnupasaAharl is 
not a third variety of the fallacy named SavyabhieSra as estab¬ 
lished by GangeSa, but is included in the Vyapyatvitiddha 

(pp. 165,17U2 ). 


SaSadeaeaoarta : One of the authorities consulted 
by Gange^a. For, it is definitely stated by VidySnivisa 
BhattacSiya in the ( Saras vat uBhavana Ms,, 

foL 22a) that Gangesa refuted the views of Saladhara in a 
well-known passage of the Mahgalavada ( B. I.*ed., p. 110 ) • 

tTfrflr l It should be noticed 
that Gafigela in the passage under discussion has put in a 
nutshell of two lines the substance of a whole paragraph of 
iaiadhara (pp, 18-20). The NySyasiddhZnUtdipa, of 
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Saldhara has been published with a commentary (Varanasi,. 
1924 pp. 651), though the edition is full of lecunas and ’ 
incomplete towards the end. It is possible now to assess the 
value of ^aSdhara’s work as contrasted with Gahgesa's classic. 
It ia a collection of 26 separate tracts on important topics of 
the Nylya, arranged rather loosely. Bendiction (pp. 1«37 ) 
is followed by Darkness (pp. 37-78 ) and Luminous Gold 
( pp. 299-319 ) by Partial Etymology of words ( pp. 320-49 ) 
without any relevancy- The commentary attempted to answer 
Gahgefa's criticism { vide Gangesa'a Isvaravada, B, I. cd., 
p. 96-6 ) of Saiadhar’s views in some places ( e g. p. 140 
fi\ & p. 141 # 

But the commentator is quite wrong when he supposes in one 
place ( p. 198 ) that ^aladhara anticipated Gangesa. There 
cannot be any question that Saiadhara preceded Gangesa, as 
can be easily proved by a comparison of their respective views 
on common topics. The Vyaptivada of ^afadhara ( pp. 379- 
410 ) examines about a score of definitions of the terra Vylpti, 
of which the fifth one, among many others, exactly corresponds 
with a definition found in Gange^a’s Purvapaksa ( B. 1. cd., 
p. 84 )., Similarly another intriate definition is examined by 
both ( Sa^dhara, p. 395 & Gangesa p. 72 ). But Gangela^s 
treatment of the topic is far more advanced, methodical and 
extensive, ^isadhara cited towards the end of his tract (p- 405- 
7 ) a view ascribed in the commentary to a certain !Jaran- 
naiyayika^ which is found almost exactly in the Vya.ptiju3^caka, 

It should be mentioned in this , connection that Gangela 

cited two similar definitions ascribed imiversally to two 

Scholars, who were celebrated for their invincible career as 

dialecticians by the nicknames ‘Lion’ and Tiger’ and Gange^a*S' 

passage on the point, which subsequently developed into a. 

large section, came, to be known as ‘^Siniha-Vyiigb.rl'’* What. 

were the actual names of the two scholars has not been stated 

by any scholiast. -But in the seminaries of Mithi^ and 
* < 


Sa^adharScIrya 




Bengal tlieir names are given out as ^afadhara ( sometimes. 
Saiidhara ) and Manidhara. The present work of ^iadhara. 
does not exactly contain that definition* But the fact remains- 
that Professor Lion*s definition was baaed on 'anonySbhaya^ 
( vide Jayadeva’s Aloha on the passage ; 

fol. 6b of a Ms. in our possession). 
And Saiadhara’s own view was also on that same basis (p. 405)* 
At any rate it is beyond any doubt that Gahgeia’s reference 
was to two scholars of his own region. Vidyabhusana ( L c. 
pp. 207-6 ) made a very curious suggestion that the reference 
was to two Jaina scholars of Western India named Xnanda 
Suri and Araarcandra Suri. This is on the face of it im^ 
probable. The above-named Jaina scholars could never 
command circulation of their unknown works in Eastern India, 
and they were not certainly so famous as to influence a superior 
scholar like GangeSa, who. as a matter of fact, has nowhere 
referred to any Jaina authority in his work. Moreover, the. 
two Jaina scholars were given the titles 'Tige^cub’ and *ldon- 
cub^ respectively in their boyhood by the famous SiddharSja 
< 1093 A.i>.) and not exactly 'Lion’ and Tiger': 

(From Udayaprabha’s DharmShhyudayai Peterson^s 3rd' 
Rep, App. I, pp» 16-19 ) 

In the Isvarinumana Ganged covers the same ground as- 
does ^a^adhara in the six tracts viz. iSvaravSda proper (Gangela:. 
pp. 1-87), Sahajalaktivida (pp. 87434). Sdheyalaktivida 
(pp. 134-148 X KaranatST^da (pp. 148455), MuktiN^da 

( pp. 156-148 ) and JmUiakarmasamuccayavada ( pp. 184'95 ) 
and many passages of Gangcia can be traced in Sasadhara. For 
instance. wfWrTOr...of Gahgela( p. 145 ) is a cleatimp^e^ 
ment upon §aiadhara (pp* 158-9) and the next passage (p. 145 r 
snft is also borrowed ftom Saiadbara C-P* 160 
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^angesahas similarly borrowed phrases from Saiadhan ia 
many other topics. , 

^aiadhara^B date can be fairly fixed from the following 
evidence, iafadhara has approvingly quoted a KatikS ( V. T) 
^ the KutumaftiaK under Vidhivada (p. 438) and has criti¬ 
cised Srivallabha’s definition of Vyapti ( p. 385 ). Moreov», 
^iv^ditya’s peculiar views on Darkness are cited by him (p. 76 : 

). The ^ commentary 

correctly notes It should be noticed 

that Sasadhara has amplified the aphor istic ^w ord s of Siv adxtya 
as found in the SsptapadSrthl ( p* 84 
•Cal. Sane. Series). There is one more irnportant reference ; 
in the section on the Luminosity of Gold, Saiadhara cited and 
refuted an argument of VadivS^vara (author of the jW^nn- 
manohira, as the commentary correctly notes, p. 305 ). All the 
.above Terences prove that ^afedhara cannot be placed before 
the 13th century a. d. and probably lived about 1300 a. D. He 
is not mentioned by Citsukha nor even by the latter very 
well-informed commentator, Pratyaksvaiupa* His elaborate and 
intricate style of reasoning, which verges sometimes on that of 
Gange^a hitnself, points him out as an elderly contemporary 
of the latter. The fact that his work survived even after the 
epoch-making book of Gangers seems to show that his fame as 
•an invincible dialectician lingered long in Mithila and even 
Jayadeva wrote notes on his work as proved by a Ms. (not how* 
.ever examined by us) preserved at Varanasi ( S. B, Studies, III, 
p, 136). 

It is stated in the Introduction of the printed edition of 
Saiadhara^s work ‘from hearsay* ( WRl ), that Sa^adhara belon¬ 
ged to the Maunasa (?) gotra and was the son of Dharanidhara 
and grandson of Mahesvara Pandita } he bad a brother Prithvi- 
<iharlcarya by name. The whole of it seems to be a canard. 
Hearsay in the present century cannot record so many exact 
xieUils about a scholar of the 13tb century, 
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NarayaNa Sabva7?3a: In the VidySsSgan com-< 
mentary of the Kfui7i4ana by the great VedSntic scholar, 
Xnandapurna occurs the following passage ( Chowhh. ed., p- 
714 ) I 

»jin.h<<ir a^ ftrnaq,, ^nwren'^Rwr^t- 



^i3m.UROT 

?f3 II Here Snandapurna has cited Udayana’s defini¬ 
tion of Upidhi as improved by a scholar named Nirayaw 
Sarvajna. This improved version was unknown to the Khandana- 
kara, whose argument however is hurled against the improver: 
ment by Anandapur^ with some hesitation. It should ba 
noticed that Gafigesa at the very beginnmg ol his UpldhivJda. 
cited this version and refuted it ( B. I. ed., iJ. 296 ), though, 
none of his scholiasts mentioned the name of Narayana as its. 
author. Xnandapurna ( c. 1350 a. D. ) was thus quite unaware, 
of the fat more advanced views on the subject found m Gan- 


geSa’s work, 


This Nawya:^ Sarvajna may be idendcal with Sarvajna 
NIrayaM a famous commentator on the ManusamhitS, who has: 
been cited about a hundred times in the Ddi^daviveha of Navya- 
VardhamSna. He was later than Govindaraja and^preceded. 
Kullukabhatta, according to Raghav&nanda Sarasvatl, another 
commentate ( Buhler^s Introd., S. B. E., pp. cxxviii-k ). He 
was more probably a contemporary of KullQka and belonged to- 
the 13th century a. t>. 


Sankara Misra in the UpaskSra (p. 329 unde r ii. 10): 
cited and refuted the views of one Sarvajna ( fT#? ) 
on the term ‘VibhSga*. It i$ probable that this unknown Vai- 
lesika scholar is also identical with NarSyana Sarvajha, Navya- 
Vardhamana .calls , him Narayana, Sankara calls him Sarvajna^ 
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Anandapurna cails him NSrSyiw Sarvajna and in the Manu- 
t?fej he is Samjw-l^ayara. Evidently one person is meant 
by all these variants of a namci The lexicographer of the same 
name cited by RSyamukuJa and the author of the BhSrdtapra- 
hiSa ( on the Mak^hhSrata ) should also be mentioned in this 
connection. 

MobAri As is well-known Gangeia in the 

Primlnyavada refuted the views successively of Prabhakara, 
Bhatta and Milra and Vardhamlna in the Kusum3flj<dipraka§a 
OI» P ^ ) mentioned the full name as Murari Mllra. In the 
Ifvaravida also ( B. I. ed.. pp. 114-15 ) Gahgeia referred to 
ids vicw8» summarised by VatdhamSna ( KusurndfijaliprakSia, 
J, p, 49 ), In both these cases Murari held views opposed to 
both Bha'^ta and Prabhakara, though he was himself a MimaihiS 
scholar and this has earned for him the celebrated adage 
‘Murari’a is the third way’ (). His views on 
the problem of the apprehension of valid knowledge has been 
traced in Miirari'a commentary named TripSdimrinnyflnnm on 
•Mim. Stifra I. ii-iv ( Poona Ms. dated 1644 V. S., fob 18 ; vide 
Dr. Mifra’s monograph on Muriri, p< 10). Another tract 
<pf Murari named A^ctvoniru^ri is also available in print. In 
the commentary Murari has referred to the Vivarai}a (of 
Prabl^kaia ). the Viveha ( Lc. NayavivehA of Bhavanatha ), the 
Pafijiks ( of ^aiikamtha ) and the ParibhdsS. Among authors the 
notable names are Cahdra, Nandana and Srikara. The 
mention of Srslkara and Candia, proves that his date falls 
after the 12th century >, 0 - As he is not mentioned by any 
author before Gahgela there is hardly any doubt that he 
flourished in the 13th century. This is confirmed by the fact 
that Gahgeia quoted Kim in the I$varav3da under the caption 
‘Navyastu’ ( p. 114 ). He was undoubtedly one of the aurixoie 
' who greatly inHuenced Gangeia, as he admitted in the line 

He evidently belonged to MithiU, 
where in the pre«Gangeda period he was universally known 
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as ‘Misra\ The editor of the { Chowkh- ed.) con- 

iuscd him in the index with a much later 'Miira*, who com^ 
xnented upon VardhamSna. 

Jaoadottro: a hitherto unknown scholar who came 
after Udayana and before Gahgela. A passage in the livara- 
Vida ( B. I. ed. p. 29 ) begins : ^ g 

The livaravada section of Gangers is unfortunately neglected 
by Navyanyiya scholars due to the extreme popularity of 
Udayana’s KusumJfrjoIi. jayadeva and his pupil Rucidatta 
•commented on this section only concisely. The only scholar 
who subjected the section to a detailed examination is, as far 
as we have ascertained, Pragalbhlcarya, whose commentary 
on this section ( foil. 147-208 ) covers more than a quarter of 
of the whole Anumana part, Pragalbha informs us that the 
above passage refers to a scholar named Jagadguru : 

{ foli 157b of Sarasvati-Bhavana copy of 
AnurnSna^Pragalbhl ). Apparently Jagadguru had written 
a commentary on the KxisumH^jali, from which the above 
paaaage was cited by Ganged 

There is evidence that this Jagadguru had also com¬ 
mented on the Ktr^valL We l»ve traced the following 
quotation in the Dravyavivsha of Paksadhara, which is an, 
extremely tare sub-commentaiy on the Dravyakirandvali- 
jtrakiiki of Vardhamana, Commenting on the line 

av i wftflw dwm ( KiranSval\pr4ikdU, B. I. 
p. 2 ) Paksadhara writes : i 

I ^ ft rftriwrafiitTH: 

ftl—ft, 

iAi (FoL 3a*t of the unique 

Inndon L O. copy of the book ), The passage of the 
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in the action on Darbiess occures on p. 19 of the 
Chowkh. ed. vids p. 104 of B, I. ed- for V»rdhamSna*s note ). 
It is now apparent that Vardhamlna was indebted to Jagadguru 
for his explanation of the word ^ in the above passage of 
Udayana. We have cited the above passage from Paksadhara 
in full as a typical instance of valuable historical materials 
relating to Sanskrit literature still lying hidden in obscure 
books in manuscript. 

Brief reference should be made of some other predeces¬ 
sors of Grahgeia about whom much is not known, In the 
Mangalavada of the TattvacintSTmni (B. I. ed., p. 72 )• 
Gangeia attributes, a view to 'others' Pragalbha 

alone identifies these ‘others* with Ravilvara. cf, 

( Pratyaksd-Pragalbhl, ASB Ms, 15b ). 
The same has been ascribed to RavUvara by SesSnanta in his 
Commentary on Sa^adhara^s NySyasiddhdntadipa. One Nylya- 
bhaskaraJdiia also preceded Gahgeia according to Kanada 
Taikavigisa. Gahgeia, is said Co refer to this little known 
author in the Savyabhiclra section : ( ^ Ms- 

TO Anumlna 

part p. 789-90 ). c£. (A. S. B. 

Ms, 166b )• Again qfrera the Pratyakfakhai}4ar 

Jnaptivida (p. 268) has a complex syllogistic argument attached 
to it. Vacaspati II attributes this to BhIskarakSra ( cf. CintS- 
manipraks^d, Baranasi Ms. 23a ), Gahgefa quoted the openions 
of Vatsesvara, the Mimamsaka of the Prabhlkara school, ta 
whom the MmSihsSmdhavyiva is attributed, ( Praty^fesa-^ 
pTAgdihhi, ASB Ms, 88b ). 

We want to conclude this chapter with Harinltha Ui^- 
dhySya. He seems to be the youngest of the Naiyiyikas allti* 
ded to by .Gahge^a. The definition of fhimsi' has been critici¬ 
sed in the ^abdakhar)^, Vidhivada section of the Tdttujan 

There a passage begins with IQ If** 
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TOTRTT'W Im.(pp. 222-4)* MathuitnStha 

clearly attributes this to HarinStha. We have examined the 
older commentary, the &ahdamai}iprak3§a of HaridSea Nyajii- 
lamkira on this passage. There also occurs the following intro¬ 
ductory remark, f1%?rT«TWn? ( Navadvipa Ms, 76b ). In feet, 
there is a Smrti digest of HarinStha, which contains almost the 
same passage as quoted by Gahge^a. cf. era KMHlid- 

^ I ^...1 

m Ki-t*) ^ H 0^}^ I w i<l I ( A S B 

Ms, f. 110 )• Gahgela here used ‘vadhah’ for ‘hirfisS’. It may 
be added that Bhavadeva ( c. 1100 l». ) also discussed the 

•definition of in his PrSyaScittaprakarana ( pp. 1-8 ). 

But the discussion of Harinatha and GahgeSa is more advanced 
intricate. 



CHAPTER 111 

UPADHYAYA & HIS SON VARDHAMANA 

GaAgeia's achievement is quite unique in the history of 
philosophical literature in India- There Is not another scholar 
in the whole medieval period who had such a spectacular suc¬ 
cess through one single book. The TattvacintSTTuiixi, a treatise 
of about 12000 granthis in extent, appeared like a flash to dis-* 
pci the gloom of centuries succeedmg Udayana and laid the 
solid foundation of Indian dialectics. When a devotee of the 
belles’leitres encountered him on an occasion Ganged is said to- 
have uttered the following magnificent bravado : . 


RRrwHM «• II 


This accords well with his confident assertion at the commence¬ 
ment of his work that he was the ^presiding professor of philo¬ 
sophical conclusions' ( )• The book divided into* 

four grand parts after the four means of valid knowledge pro* 
pounded by Gotama has a total of 46 broad sections ( 12+17+ 

14* 16 ) exclusively dealing with the single topic of Praml^. 
( )• This well-knit marshallmg of all rele¬ 

vant dissertations ( vSdas } into a single comprehensive treatise* 
took the learned world by storm and in course of time single 
sentences of Gangers, such as the VySp^pa^caka, developed 
into separate works of considerable length. The number of 
sub-5ections> therefore, will now count well over two hundred-. 
The book has been ably summarised by VidySbhusana ( 1. c-,. 
pp. 407-453 ). 


Relevancy { ) is one of the favorite topics of modem* 

scholars and every section of Gangela’s book has been subjec¬ 
ted m the first instance to a scrutiny on that point. Before him 




Gangela UpSdhySya & His Son VardhamSna 9T 

Manikantl^a and Sa^adhara, whose works are now available m 
print, had made collections of dissertations on similar lines; but 
they failed miserably on-that fundamental point, though they 
paved the ,way for GahgeSa. The latter's style also improved 
considerably in precision and uniformity. Methodology now 
became the key-note of Indian logic and its repercussion on the 
historical and evolutionary treatment of topics was unfortunate. 
Gahgek and his followers became concerned with whet pre¬ 
cisely is the argument for and against a problem and cared very 
little for who argued. Gahgeia's studies, as he himself stated,, 
were confined to the Nyaya and works of the Prabhakara 
school, which must have dominated higher studies in Mithila. 
at that time. Unlike Udayana whose talents developed through 
his conflict with the powerful Buddhist scholars, Gahge^a’s coi>* 
flict was with the Prabhakaras, whose arguments are refuted by 
him in most places* This fitet has been stated as the special 
feature of his work by Rucidatla. ( But the wonder is that in 
his whole book there are barely half a doren specific names and 
among them only one probably was a Prabhakara viz. Srikara 
( IharSnxmSTUij B. I. ed., p. 1$6 ). Among the rest we need 
only mention Jayanta who id given the epithet ( Upa— 

m&T\a Pt., p- 62 ). It should be noticed that this is probably 
the earliest mention of the Kasmirian author by an Eastern, 
scholar. Gahgesa might have been a poet also in his tiznes^ aa. 
his son Vardham3na testified to his poetic talents in the epithet. 

Caf^ela's family: Gangela’s name has been fortunately' 
discovered by Prof.*R. Jha in the PuKjis of Mithila and this 
has an important bearing on his date. We shall quote the exact; 
words of the genealogists axud discuss them carefully. There' 
ate two manuscript copies of what is called 
preserved in the Raj Library, Darbhanga. One of then>j 
( Ms. No, 553 ) is very dearly written by one Purusottama at 
the village ‘Mai^alvaiu^ in 1642 Saka ( ^ 
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and the other of about the same date is in a dilapidj^teJ 
eonditioD, both being in palm leaves. Prof. Jtia is the only 
scholar who has studied them critically. About RatnSkuia, 
aonof Sathu, ofthe^JTpRm family ( of Vatsya getra ) it la 
written by Purusottama : 

In the other copy ( fbl. 3‘'a ) [he same Ralnakara. 
son of Sadhukara, is described as 

The figure 2 curiously stands for two M’s i. e. Maha- 
mahopSdhyaya. ^ is an abbreviation for ^ stands for 

Gangesa thus belonged to a family of which tlic Mula- 
grama was ChSdana, a vili^e which remains yet to be 
identified in Mithila. The ftmily which was inferior in social 
status is now extinct in Mitbili. According to the 
it belonged to the KsSyapa gotra. It appears, therefore, 
that Vardhanwna was referring to bis own family when he 
wrote in the KusumSjijaliprahsh ()?. 7 ) tfW "I he 

daughter’s son Ratnafcara, on the other hand, belonged to one 
•of the beat families of MithilS. The Pafi^s give elaborate 
accounts of the latter family, recording Ratxukara’s alliances 
•in great details. Gangesa's family is completely ignored and 
we are not expected to know even his father’s name. 

There is one more reference to Gahgela in the PaTfji- 
About Bhave^vara of the respectable JajibSla femily (of Ssndilya 
•gotra ) Purusottama wrote : §n^»Ri 

I This is exactly found also in the 
•other copy ( fol, 339a ). This proves that Gahgeia had at 
least three sons, Vardhamlna, Supana and Hariiarn^. It is 
interesting to find that the Pdfljis record evidently from 
•contemporary sources two of the highest titles with which 
Gangesa was endowed viz. 'Paramguru' and ‘Jagadguru*—an 
evidence of the meteoric career that he enjoyed in his own 
land, Only Vicaspati Milra II enjoyed the former title 
according, to the As there is zvo other reference - to 
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GangeJa we can assume that the family dwindled into insigni- 
iicancc again and became extinct aeon after his sons’ death. 
His native place is unknown, unless it be identical with his; 
ancestral villaije Chadana. Absured stories about his illiteracy» 
his overji’uht acquifilion of knowlcd^’e through divine grace 
withot:! studies and his quarrels with an uncle are still told in 
NyHya soininaj ic.s speeb Uy in Bengal, They are completely 
liJfufitd by hi^ <>wn \tords at the commencement of his work*. 
The well-known verse f% which he is said 

lo have addreesed to hb uncle is ascribed, it should be noted». 
by VScaspali Mllra U in his Khandarjoddhara ( p- 149) to« 
Dharmaklrti, Such stories existed from ancient times and. 
travel from lend to land to be localised wherever there are 
extra-ordinary talents. 

Date of Gnhgela : We shall discuss the problem of Gah- 
gc^a's date in some details as there is much confusion among 
scholars about it. Weber first suggested that Gange^a lived in 
the 12th century .i. ( Hbt, of fndian LiU, p. 246 fn.) ; the. 

authority cited ( Z.D.M.G., XXVII. 168 ) is really based on an. 
opinion expressed by an Indian schokr of no note without any 
evidence that Gangesa lived 700’ years ago ( Mookerjeeh 
zine, 1872, p. 123 ). The silent acceptance of such an unwar¬ 
ranted opinion by a scholar of Weber’s repute produced 
perhaps a tendency among many scholars to place Ganged too 
early. Keith else argued (Jtididn Logic dtid Atomism, 1921^ 
p. 33 ) that he lived within 1150-1200 a. d. He was evidently 
influenced by Suali ( 1. c. p. 66 note : ch L 0., II, p. 547 ), 
The evidence he put up, spedaily on the connected dates of 
Jayadeva and Riicidatta, is absolutely wrong as we shall prove, 
at the proper place. VidySbhusana (J.A.S.B., 1918, p. 282 
also Indian Louie, pp. 406-7 ) placed him 'about 1376 a* o.' on 
the basis of a .succession of generations of pupils, which is not 
correct and which is fundamentally useless for chronological' 
investigation. • 
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Accord bg to Dr. H. P. Saatn a Ms. of VardhamSna*s 
KuiumsnjdipTokSki, now preserved m the Asiatic Society 
•( No. 794 ), provides a positive clue to his date. The copy is 
•divided bto two parts written by two difieient hands with 
About a century mtervening between them. At the end of the 
part which was later b date there was a date T342 oaka' ( i, e. 
1420*21 A. D, )• The page-mark 3 in the other part exhibits a 
peculiar form which was current, according to Bendall, within 
1300-1360 A. D. It is, therefore, impossible to place Vardha- 
xftSna after the 13th century a.d. ( Hist, of Tirhut, 1922, p. 179: 
Des. Cat., A. S,. XI, pp. 96-7 ). The evidence is wholly wrong 
at every smgle step. We have carefully exammed the copy ; 
the date of the so-called later part is now completely effaced 
^d it is impossible to surmise that the date was legible a few 
^ears back. As a matter of ^t, Dr. Sistrl gave the date as 
*1334' to a Pandit who published it in his book 
Sdurabhd ( 1330 B. S., Introd., p. 13 ). He was not evidently 
Aure of his readbg of the date. The Ms. is on palm leaves and 
•cannot be more than 400 years old by any consideration. Dr. 

moreover, completely failed to notice that the form of 
the figure 3 on pages 30-39 of the so-called earlier part is quite 
modern in appearance and the same scribe used both the forms. 
It is impossible therefore, to hold, as Bendall did, that a parti- 
<ular form was current just withm 60 years of the 14th century 
i, We have found the same form in many manuscripts of 
the l6th and 17th centuries. 

Gangesa^s date can be fixed withm narrow limits from a 
thorough investigation of literary evidence, mtemal and exter¬ 
nal, as well as facts from family history now available in 
abundance. 

( 1) Among his predecessors, whose accounts have been 
collected in the last chapter, there are several who belonged to 
the 13th century a. d. We should repeat the names of NiiS- 
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yana SarvajKa, Divikaia, Mai^n{ha and Harinitha. The last 
•two scholars might he living still in the first quarter of the I4th 
•century a. n. and the fermtnus c quo of Gangc^a*s period of 
:activity should be taken as 1325 a, d, 

( 2 ) The earliest writer to refer to Gangeia, as far as we 
-can gather at present, is the great Maithila scholar Va|e4vara 
Upadhyaya, who must have criticised Gangeia sometime bet¬ 
ween 1350-75 a. i>. Thus Gange^a’s period of activity termina¬ 
ted, at the present stale of our knowledge, in 1350 a. o. 

( 3 ) This is confirmed by the notable fact, which seems 
to have escaped the notice of scholars, that no 'foreign’ scholar 
has ever referred to Gangda before 1400 a, D- We shall cite 
some instances. The NayaneprasSdini commentary on the 
Citsufehus truly a cheering storehouse of quotations from all 
j>hilo8ophical works written in India till the time of the author. 
The Citsidehi was written in the middle of the 13th century 
and the commentary about 1400 a, n. We have failed to dis- 
•cover any reference in it to the Maithila scholars Taram hdi^a, 
dvla^ika^tha or Ganged. The views of WMialecticians in 
Vadindra's RasasSra ( p. 62 ) or the reference to the followers 
•of the ^equivoque* in the Citsuhhi ( Bombay edi, 19I5» pp* 176 
and 353 ) ate sometimee loosely ascribed ( Introd. to the Rasd' 
.sSra, ^ 5 ) to Gangda, in whose work they are not certainly 
traceable. Gu^ratna, who wrote one of his works in 1409 a. n,, 
•does not mention Manika^tba or Gangda in his 
jamuccayavttti, 

CinnabhatJa commented on the Tarkahhd^S under ‘Sn- 
HaribawMaharlja’ ( so in the colophon, Dr. Bhandarkar’s ed., 
;p, 262 ), who was identical with Harihara 11 of Vyayanagara 
( 1377-1404 A, D.), In the commcnUiy itself there is inciden¬ 
tal mention of Wijayanagari' ( p. 22S ), the great centre of cul¬ 
ture in South India. But Cinnabhatta proves himself absolu- 
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tely oblivious of the ^reat upheaval of 8tudie& on the Tarkasastra 
an Mithila under Saiadbara, Manikan|ha and Conc^era and was 
still looking upon Vaiadailja (p. 133 &JH5 ) andVldmdxa 
( p. 214 ) as the latest authorities on the SSsIra. It should be 
mentioned in this connection that about a century after ( inna- 
bha^(a, Balabhadra of Varanasi, a profound scholar cd Nuvya- 
nyaya of the Gangcia-brand, referred in brs comment ary on the 
TcrhahhSsS to the classical works of tli« s< l uol like Druvyopilya 
and Tdttviibodha of Vardhamana ( fol. 4 oi’ Poona Ms, No- 200 
of 1884-6 ) and all the subsequent scholiasts of the book Vi^va- 
karrol, Govardhana, Gopinatha and Gaurikanta to name only a 
few, were followers of Gahge^a. 


Similarly the great polymath of South India Anandapurna 
Vidyaslgara, whose date has been fixed by Dr. Raghavan as 
‘about 1350 A. 0/ ( Annals of Oriental Research, IV. i. p. 2 ), 
in his standard commentary on the K/iunrfjtid of Sriharsa quo¬ 
ted an advanced refinement of Udayana’s definition of Upldhi 
ascribed by him to one Nlraysna Sarvajm ( Chowkli. cd. p. 
714 ). This particular refinement, however, was cited and refu¬ 
ted by Gafige^a at the very beginning of his UpaJhivado ( Ann- 
mdm, B. I.' ed,, pp. 296-9 ), where the subject was treated in a 
hx more advanced and intricate manner, of which Vidylsigara 
was quite oblivious. 

In South India the Msdhva scholars specialised in studies 
on the Navyanyaya to an extant not found anywhere else, 
(except Bengal). They refuted the arguments of Gangela 
and his folbwers, meeting them in their own method. But the 
earliest writer to hxmch this atuck was the great Vyasatirtha 
^ 1460*1539 A. D. ), whose TaTk<itSi}4^va is, as fer as we are 
aware, a pioneer werk in the field. No MSdhva scholar before 
Vyasatiitha had any acquaintatice with the Maithila upheaval' 
under .Gangeia- 
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( 4 ) Among Maithila scholars the date of Candeivara, 
the author of the several is now ^ed beyond any 

dispute. He pertorn’ed a Tulipuru^a in 1236 Saka (1314 u-), 

•evidently in his early youth, and wrote his last work the Rdjc^ 
nltiratiiShara about 1370 a. v. under king Bhavcia. Long 
•before the discovery of the last named work it was known tradi¬ 
tionally that he survived in the reign of king Bhavasiihha 
-(lilsU of Tirhut, 1927, p. 170 fn. \ His date of birth, there¬ 
fore, cannot be placed before 1275 p. and the period of his 
literary activity must now be placed between 1320-70 a. d, The 
following synchronistic table makes Gangela a contemporary 
of Candcivara. 


DevSditya of the Visphi family 


Vircavara (1st son ) Jatelvara ( 4th son ) 


Chande^vara 


Su^)ana 

Gunl^vara=daughter 
( of Jajibala family ) 

daugi)ter 


Gahge^a 

daughter=Sadhukara 
(of Bambhaninam family) 

= Ratnakara 


Ratnakara had many wives and this was his last wife. Gahgcb, 
therefore, was very much senior to Sopana just like Candesvara, 
who was the eldest man of the family in that generation, This 
wife of Ratnikara, it should be noticed, was a cousin of the 
famous Vidyapati. Guiiisvaxa, father-in-law of Ratnikaia, was 
ninth in descent from the first ancestor of the Jajibala family 
named Da:ndai:«ni. All these point to the conclusion that 
^ahgeSa can by no means be placed before 1300 s. 

( 5 ) Candeivara's younger cousin Rimadatta engaged 
-M, M. B^vasarman of the Khaulla family to write for bim 
*be Mahsdanapeddhati, Bhavaiarman, therefore* was an exact 
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contemporary of Can^eivara and wrote that book in the second 
quarter of the century within 1325-50 .. n. 
man’s mother’s mother was the eldest daughter of M. M. 
Kahnu of the Sahkaxadhi family, who was thus about two gene¬ 
rations earlier than BhavaSarman. Kahnu’s seco^ daughter 
was given in marriage to Lakamifvara of the Jajiblla family, 
Mxth in descent from the first ancestor Dandapani 
fvara’s ( elder ) cousin Subhadatta was the great-gr^dfather 
() of Haraditya (<iltas Jiva ), the husband of Gahge^a a 
granddaughter ( )■ Gafigesa therefore, like Bhavalarman 

las two generations later than Kahnu. It confirms our con¬ 
tention that Gahgesa cannot be placed before 1300 a. d. by any 
means. Klhnu’s youngest daughter’s daughter was the younger 
stepmother of M. M. Jagarmatha of the Mandara family, 
father of the famous Vate^vara Upadhylya mentioned above. 
lagaBnStha was thus a contempoiary .of both Bhavakrm^ 
Gahgesa, while Vateivara becomes a contemporary of GahgeSa^s. 
son VardhamSna.' 


The TatMciniamaifi : 

A rapid survey of the contents of the book, is however 
necessary for our purpose. Gaage^a produced this jewel, as 
he states in the third introductory verse, for the decoradon of 
scholars and for dispelling the terrible darkness of heretics. 
Moreover, opponents ( so ably exposed herein ) will no longer 
press their views cleverly in debates and the doctrines of his. 
own school are stated fully without mincing matters : 


The ideal has been maintained by the author throughout with, 
conspicuous success, _ 

U For other iaformiiona shout Ganged vide our ‘Vange NavyanySy^ 
<4TC3’ pp 15*19. 
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In the £rst part dealing with Perception the preliminaiy 
section on Benediction (pp. 5-114) thoroughly examines the 
topic in all its aspects and it has been elaborated by many later* 
scholars, though ^iromani did not touch it. Gahge^a deals, 
with only the first and foremost of the 16 topics of Gautama, 
viz. Prama^ and the next section on Pram any a, divided intc*^ 
three sub-sections JSapti ( pp. 114-286 )» Utpatti (pp. 267-371)’ 
and Pramllaksana ( 372-429 ), really forms the introduction to* 
the whole book and consequently this section, and curiously 
enough this section alone of the Pratyaksa part, is assiduously* 
studied by all students of NavyanySya. The next section on. 
Anyathikhyati or Error ( pp. 430537 ) also belongs to the 
general introduction, being a corollary to the previous section 
the views of the opposing Prabhakara school who advocate in. 
their Akhyativada that no knowledge is an Error, have been* 
elaborately examined in this section. It is interesting to find 
that Gange^a has quoted five rare Karikas of the PrabhSkaras: 
( pp. 465. 466, 470, 474 & 475-6 ) in this section. 

The four-fold division of Pratoana and the definition of’ 
Pratyaksa is taken up in the next section, which particularly 
deals with one of the terms used in the definition viz. Sanni- 
karsa or Intercourse and its six varieties in the ordinary plane- 
The whole of this main portion including this section, which: 
really gave the name to this first part, is now obsolete and its. 
place has been taken by elementary works notably the corres¬ 
ponding portion of the MuktSvall. Siroma^ did not touch 
this portion at all, proving that it was already getting cut of’ 
date about 1500 a. n. 

Four of the varieties of Sannikar§a are based on Samavlya. 
or Inherence, one of the Vaiiesika categories, which is not 
accepted by some schools of thought. Gangesa devotes a snwll 
section for its establishment ( pp. 640-72 ). In the next section. 
Aaupalabdhi ( Non-Perception ), which is regarded as a sepa- 
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Tate means of valid knowledge by the Vedinta and Bhatta 
schools, spedally for the knowledge of that much dented cate¬ 
gory AbhSva ( Negation ), is rejected ( pp. 673-92 ) fr^ the 
•Nylya stand-point, under which Negation is perceptible through 
the senses. One rare Kirila is citfd in this secUon ( p. 688 h 
•which is followed by an important section on Abhava (pp._ tiiO 
719) which unfortunately is not studied in the seminaries at 
present. It should be noted that in the 6abda part Gange&» 
refers to an Abhavavada, which seems to be a se parate and ear- 

iier tract on the subject 

I ( iabd^. Pt, II, p. 475 under §aktivada ). In 

thU s^tion Gahgesa cites the following brilliant verse of the 

•opponents, who do not accept AbhSva as a separate category 

^ ft ^ 

TO 11’^ 

5% fkmi I ^ ^ 

/ p 717 ) This very verse is traceable in Ratnakirti s St/wrn- 

siddhidosann (Patna ed. of Ratnakirti's works p. Ill ),ascri- 
fced to his teacher ( ) i- e. the great Jnana^n. (Ratna- 

kitti reads -rfitTO for ). Jninairl •was still a force to be 

reckoned with in Gaftgela’s times. The verse actually occurs 
jin bis KjflnabMTlgadhyJyd. 

In the next secdon on PratyaksaVlrana ( pp. 72062 ) the 
most elaborately treated subject is the peculiar Ny5ya the^ 
that Gold is not a substance, but only a sort of light. Gne crt 

the sources of Gahgesa on the problem was Udayana (p. 750 ). 
In the next section { pp. 763-83 ) the well-known Nyaya theory 
.that Mind is an organ and it is minute ( 'anu’ ) is established. 
^Anuvyavaaya ( apperception ), one of the vital things connei^ 
ted with Perception, is next dealt with (pp. 784'898), followed 
hy Nirvikalpa and Savikalpa, the two kinds of Perception, with 
•which the first part ends. 
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The second part on Anumana (Inference ) is by far the 
most popular, though the most Intricate portion of the whole 
book. It is now broadly divided into two halves, commonly 
known as the VylptikSnda and Jnanakanda and scholars used 
to specialise in either of them or rarely in both- The first seo- 
tion on the definition of Anumili or Inferential knowledge and’ 
establishing the validity of Inference against the views of Qlr- 
vaka ( pp. 1-26 ) is immediately followed by a grand section,. 
Vyaptivida dilating on the first term of the definition, viz.. 
Vyapti (Invariable concomitance of the middle term with the 
major term)- There are seven subjections under it, viz,. 
Vyaptipancaka (five proviwonal definitions), Simha-Vyaghri 
(two similar definitions of Professors Lion and Tiger ), Vya- 
dhikara^dharmavacchinnabhava, Purvapaksa (collection of 
various other definitions ), Siddhintalaksana ( final definition oT 
Gangela ), Samany5bhSva ( a separate class of Negation formu¬ 
lated for clearing a definition ) and ViSesavyapti ( other spe¬ 
cialised definitions). The next section on Vylptigrahof^ya- 
( pp. 174-252 ) consists of two sub-sections, Tarka ( confuta¬ 
tion ) and Vyaptyanugama. The first half ends with Samanya- 
lak?ana, a much-debated kind of preternatural sense-contact, 
established by Gangela. 

The second half opens with Upadhi ( vicious condition )„ 
its definition, classification, ground of vitiation and fallacious 
aspects. But the section is long out of date and is now almost 
a lost portion of the book. The remaining .sections are the* 
delight of all serious students of Navy any Sy a—Pak^ta ( on the 
minor term ). Paramarsa ( Deduction ), Kevalanvayi & Kevala— 
vyatirekl ( kinds of Anumana ), Arthapatci ( Presumption, not 
a separate PramaM as advocated by the Mimamsl )• Avayava. 
-( five limbs of a syllogism ) and the last section on HetvIbhIsA 
( Fallacy ) consisting of ten sub-sections viz. Slmai^rvirukti' 
-( General definition ), Savyabhicara &c. ( five kinds of fallacy 
■with three' sub-classes treated in 6 different subjections 
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closing with a statement on the efficacy of fallacies in demons¬ 
trating incfficacy of arguments. 

The latest phase of Navyanylya studies in India for about 
two centuries flowed through a large number of channels cut 
by single sentences or phrases of this part of GangeSa^s work 
and by fer the widest channel emerged from the ger^eral defini¬ 
tion of Fallacy. It has now assumed proportions through the 
efforts of all the best Indian brains in Navy any ay a, which is a 
world's wonder in the field of intellectual feats, though to the 
uninitiated it is only ^a vast mass of perverted imgenuity' 
^ Keith : Indian Logic and Atomism, p. 35 ). The Ilvaravada 
ot Gafigek, which is the concluding section of this Anumffna 
part, is, as we have stated before, now obsolete, being lost in 
the unfading glory of the original Kusumja/ul: of Udayana, on 
which it was based. 

Likewise the UpamSna part of Gangesa has been quite 
out of date for a very long time. Only one scholar of MithilS 
as far as we are aware, commented on it viz. Rucidatta. Pra- 
galbha of Bengal distinctly stated that while there are ways 
devised by the learned* on the three .major parts, not^even a 
'sigh' was made in the hard Upamana part, where he was 'with¬ 
out a prop* j— 





( Piagalbha’s Upamdnasafigraha, A. S. Ms., Introd. v. 2 ). 

The fourth part of the TaitvadntSnuxni deals vath verbal 
testimony and is called the ^h^khaiy}a. It opens with the 
•definition of verbal testimony-'-^bdanirOpana. A discussion 
on ^abdabodha (verbal judgement) follows. &ihdaprSmSnyavsda 
then proves the validity of verbal testimony as as independent 
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‘organ of cognition. Then follow the dessertations on al^ftksS 
’( expectancy )j yogyata ( compentency ), Isatti ( contiguity ) 
laod titparya ( word-import) which are indispensable conditions 
to produce verbal judgement. The Sabdanityati^da deals with 
non-eternity of sound. The ucchannapracchanna^^da deals with 
the theory that sound is destroyed and not^onccaled. The 
vidhi> apurva and 4aktivSdas deal with Vcdic Injunctions, merit 
and demerit and potentiality respectively. Next comes the 
dessertation on Laksaiw-secondary meaning. The following sec¬ 
tions deal with the logical implication of the grammatical prob¬ 
lems like compound'Words ( samSsa), verbal suffixes (SkhySta), 
the roots ( dhatu ) and prefixes ( upasarga ). The concluding 
section establishes the validity of the four types of cognitive 
instruments after refuting the validity of aitihya (tradition ), 
Jana^ruti ( rumour ), arthipatti (implication ) and anupalabdhi 
*{ non-apprehension). 

Like the AnumdTiakhandn, the ^nbdaWuiij^ also became 
highly poptilar and numerous commentaries were written on 
.both of them. In the NySya seminaries of MithilS and Bengal 
•almost equal importance was attached to both. 

The work of Gangda became highly popular very soon 
:and was studied and commented upon in various centers of 
culture of India. It not only cast the works of the old school 
of logic into oblivion but the neo-logical works of his prcdece- 
rssors also feded into insignificance and gradually were forgotten 
•due to its overwhelming popularity and all embracing character. 
We, however, find scholars like Vardhan^a, \^caepati Miira 
II, Sankara Misra and others devoting much time and energy to 
.revive the old school of AksapSda. But their efforts met with 
:&o conspicuous success. 

The influence of Gangesa’s school was felt even outside 
the boundaries of India and we hear of Burmese Mss. of nco 
logical works in Mss. Libraries, (vide I. O. Gat, Vol. II. p. 576)* 
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VardhamA^Ja Ui'ADHYAiA t The Tativ^ntdmojxi eoort 
established a school through the works of Ganges’s son and. 
disciple Vardharr^a. The contributions of this great logician, 
bear the titles ‘praka^a’ and 'upaya\ Later authors refer to him. 
as'UpSyak^aka\ It appears that Vardhamana had no sons, 
but his grand-children through a daughter were many and we 
get th«r accounts in the Pd?Jjis. We give below a list of 
VardbamSna’s Nyaya-Vaiiesika works: 

( 1 ) Anink^Smyatattvahodha —commentary on chapter V 
of the sutras of Gotama. Pt. Surendralal Taikatlrtha utilized a. 
Ms. of this work in his edition of the NySyas^travivarana. 
M. M. Ganganath? Jha is said to have discovered two Mss. of it.. 
One more is preserved in the Sarasvati Bhavana, Baranasi and 
a fourth in the Vi^vablwrati, Santiniketana. We have mentioned 
( p. 78 above ) the TrismntaUvahodha of Vardhamana. But no> 
other information regarding the rest of the work is available. 

( 2 ) NySyardbandhaprakah. It has partly been published 
in the Bibliotheca Indica series along with Udayana’s NySya^^ 
vSTtihatStparyapansuddhu Vardhamlna must have completed 
the work and chapters I & III of it are available in a manuscript 
{ No. III. c. 123 ) of the Asiatic Society, Bengal. A very old 
palm-leaf Ms. of the PraTneyanihandhaprakoia is preserved in 
the Government Sanskrit College Library, Calcutta. 

( 3 ) The NySyapariii^aprakaU has been published in 
the Calcutta Sanskrit Series along with the Ny5yaiwnfi|t<i of* 
Udayanacarya. 

(4 ) The KusimS^jaliprdksia has also been published: 
long ago. 

( 5 ) The KiranSvadprekSia —The Dravya and Guna sec^ 
.tions have been published in the Bibliotheca Indica series an£ 
.Ibe.Sarasvati Bhavana text, series respectively. *, 
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(6) The Lxlawtlprakoia has been published from 
•Chawkhamba, Baranasi, 

( 7 ) A Ms. of the Khandcnaprahala is preserved in the 
•Asiatic Society, Bengal. 

( $ ) Wcaspati Miira II in his Khaij^^TwddhSra ( p. 77 ) 
mentions Vardhamana's work bearing the same title. 

( 9 ) Padmanabba refers to the sub-commentary on the 
BauddhsdhikSraprckSia of Vardhan»na by Balabhadra in the 
Setu ( p. 378 ). 

( 10 ) The Tarkaprakoia on Kcsava Mirra’s Tarkahhd^S 
is said to have been preserved at Ulwar ( Ulwar Cat, p. 28, 
No. 653 with a su^commentary cn the same Ibid, No< 654 )• 

It is said that an incomplete Ms. of the hianipToksh of 
VardhamSna came to the Sarasvati Bhavana, ( Venis : Benares 
Cat. p. 193 ). But we could not trace it. For various reasons 
•we cannot accept that Vardhamana commented on the Tattva- 
<nntSmar}i. Vardhamana refers to his earlier works in subse- 
•quent ones. The KmumSfijalipraksIa mentions the Tcttva^ 
^dhdi the Nibandhaprakdh and the PariHstaprak^. The 
LilavaixpTokdki mentions the VardhamSna 

quotes his fether’s views in numerous cases. But we find no 
reference to the ManiprakSia either in his own works or in 
those of his successors. On the other hand the remarks added 
to a big quotation from the CintaTTWm in the Ny^yam^tidhd- 

prakoia '( pp. 677-92 

seem to suggest that Vardhan^a wrote no 
-commentary on his father’s magnum opus. In ca^ of the 
-existence of such a commentary the clarilication of his fether s 
views in a different context would have been irrelevant. As 
Vardhamana was held in high esteem both m Mithila and 
Bengal, non-mention of such an important commentary of 
Vardhamana if ever written, in later exegetical works on the 
Tattvacintamani is impossible to conceive. 
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Vardhamlna tried to bridge the g:ulf between the two* 
schools of orthodox Logic—the old and the new. Ae we have* 
just seen, he commented on the old classics current in his days. 
But the views of his illustrious father were always uppermost 
in his mind and he made the beat use of them in his works. 

As a smrti writer also, VardhamSna commands great res-* 
pectein Mitlula. Rewrote the SmrWparibh5?5, the &rSddha~ 
pra^pa, the Acarapradlpa and other smrti digests. 



CHAPTER IV 


THE AGE OF EXPANSION 

/ 

JlVANATii / MisJtA: The eldest brother of Sankara 
Milra's father Bhavanatha. Sankara Misra stated clearly in 
almost all his works that he had only reproduced the lessons he 
had received on each of the classics commented by him from< 
his own father, who again took lessons from his own brother 
Jlvanatha, who might be regarded as the great genius behind 
all the eminence achieved by Sankara. In the Vsdivinoda 
( p, 61 ) Sankara cited an important passage of Jlvanatha on the 
section of fallacy :— 

^ I This is a refuta¬ 

tion of Gahgela {vide AnvmSna part, B. I. ed., pp. 970-7L 
towards the end of the section on Bad ha). There is another 
quotation from Jivanltha in the UpaskSra (under IX. ii. I. 
B. 1. ed., p. 392 ); it is an extremely intricate definition of the 
term 'paksa'. Next to it, Sankara cited the well-known defini¬ 
tion of (^ngeia in a rather slighting mode ( ) and 

found fault with it ( tnrorltsft ), referring to his own 
MantTTKiyflfe/ui for further { adverse J ) discussion. JIvanatha's. 
antagonism to Gaiigesa was evidently derived from Vatesvara 
Upadhyaya, who was his maternal grandfather according tO' 
reliable genealogical records. Va^e^vara’s descendant Naiahari. 
in his critique on Smrti named Dvaitanirtiaya refers to Jlva-^ 
nJitha^s leg:al decisions several times { Darbhanga ed., pp. 18, 20 
& 58 ) and once as aligning with VateSvara ( ib., p. 32 : 

). It appears^ 

that Jlvanatha had written a critical treatise on Smrti named 
Dvaitanirnaya^ We traced the following rare quotation in 
Gokulanatha^s commentary ( Pradip^i ) on VSeaspati’s Dveita^ 
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virixiya ( A. S. Ms. No. I. D. 5, p. U ) : 

I Jlvanitha’s date is 
about 1400 A. n.; he was evidently not alive when Ankara 
MiJra took lessons from his younger brother and pupil Bhava- 
J^ltha ( about 1425 a. u. ). Sankara was not a direct pupil of 
his \mcle jivanitba. 

GAi^r.APiryA : One of the earlier authorities upon 
the text of Gahgesa. His name was almost completely lost till 
we discovered the following reference in the Pratyaksa part of 
the Cintamanivivecana of Vidyinivasa BhattScarya. The uni¬ 
que manuscript of this work of Vidyanivasa now preserved in 
the Sarasvati-Bhavana, Varanasi, has been thoroughly examined 
and fully described by us in our account of VidyanivSsa (Vhngs 
NavyanySyacarcS, pp. 6>78). In the section on PraraanyavSda 
Vidyanivasa explains (fol. 53a) WJTlUJrnnw- 

^ i (vide 

B. L ed., p. 239 fn. & Msthurl p, 240 ). The reading ^Sr- 
is actually found in the Gunaprakaia of Vardhamlna 
S, B, Text, p. 193 ). The mention of Gahgiditya’s name 
along with that of VardharnSna proves that Gahgaditya was an 
author of fairly early date, say, about 1400 a. n. and probably 
•commented on Gangesa^s work. Vidyanivasa wrote the com¬ 
mentary about 1490 A. D. 

GaATB^OPADEiAYA : Another name hitherto entirely lost 
mentioned by the above-mentioned Vidyinivasa in the same 
Ixpok (fol. 47a) 

I ^—(tnde 

B. L ed, pp, 207-8 ). It is not unlikely that this unknown 
scholar, evidently belonging to Mithill, might have preceded 
Oangeia him self. 

NtatalooakakAba : The name of this author re* 
anaina yet to be discovered, He was one of the earliest scholars 
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who criticised Gahgeia and evidently belonged to Mithill* 
Sankara Misra in the VSdiirinoda cited his definition, ofi 
'Vyapti’: (p. 57) t ^ 

\ The language proves that the passage is meant as an 
answer to the Vyaptipancaka of Gafigela. In Saivabhaoma’s* 
SahikmanipartfeM there are two references to the NySyalocana 
( Varanasi Ms., fol. 28b & 85a ), of which the first passage 
runs ! 

Here Sarvabbauma dearly indi* 
cates that the unknown author attempted to find fault with. 
Gangesa. Yet another passage of the NySyalocana was traced 
by us in the ^ebdemaniprafesia of the famous Bengali scholar 
Haridlsa Nylyalafikara (fol. 91b of a Ms. preserved in the- 
Anglo-Sanskrit Public Library at Navadvipa ). It runs 

5:15- 

ftriq qq 1 qq whkiRhiIm ?Rc' 

also seems to be an attempt to find feu It with Gangesju As the 
book is not mentioned by any recent writer of MithilS and* 
Bengal the author must have flourished before 1400 a, r., the: 
approximate birth date of Sankara Misra as ascertained by us, 

There is an illuminating passage of the NySyalocana in* 
the TattvSloka of Vacaspati Milra 11 under IL ii. 58 (fol. 153a) 

^ ^ wS ?[VT ^ ^ 

^TTwrq:W » This is a clear refutation of 

Gangefe. 

Jatadeva alias Paksadhaua Mis^a : is the only scholar 
of the post-Gangela period m Mithila who succeeded in. 
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setting up a new school ( sampradSya ) of Navyanyaya through 
his immortal work—the Aloka on the three parts of Gangesa’s 
•work (omitting the small Upamlna part). It dominated 
NySya studies throughout India for a long time. Paksadhara^s 
invincible career as a dialectician is immortalised in the line : 

I The story of his encounter 
with Vylsatirtha (1460-1539 A,n,) of KarnSta when he is 
«aid to have claimed in admiration of the latter^ ! 

or the far more well-founded victory over him of Siromani of 
Bengal is really a reflex from his great glory. The following 
account of him collected from authentic sources, some of 
which were not yet properly investigated, gives many new 
facts about him, 

His works :—He is universally known as the author of 
a single book, the Aloka, which practically superseded all 
previous commentaries on the TaitvacintSmani, But among 
the Sanskrit manuscripts procured by Colebrooke when in 
India about a century and a half ago and subsequently 
presented by him to the India Office Library there are two 
works by Paksadhara viz. Dravyaviveka ( as it is called by the 
author himself ) and NydyaHlSvathiveka. A thorough 
examination of the two books, which it appears were not 
carefully scrutinized by Colebrooke himself or any other 
scholar, throws a flood of new light on the history of Nylya- 
Vaileaika literature in Mithila and reveals certain puzzling 
problems about Paksadhara himself. The Dravyaviveka 
(1.0., I, p. 665 ) contains no varses, devotional or oicxwise, 
at the beginning and the name of its author is nowhere found 

1 B. N. Krishnamurti Samia in a Vol. of Eastern & Indian Studies 
in honour of F. W. Thomas, p. 27S. We have slightly amended the 
■vem to suit the metre. Sxi Sarms reads and I 
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in the body of the book itself, except the cryptic and s omewha t 
misleading colophon at the end (fol. l03a):—^^**JH* 

Tgw II T'he superscripts on the leaves 

are TOT ( foil. 1-3 ), WIT (foil. 10, 12-14, 103 ) and *1^'’ 
( foil. 15 onwards to the end ). On the cover of the last leaf, 
the title runs : It is a brief but useful com¬ 

mentary on the Drdvyapraksia of Vardhamana and i s 
referred to in the LllSvdtlviveka ( fol* 36b ) thus '•— 

We have traced the reference on 
folio^54 of the preseni^ork( read along with DravyaprdkSia 
of Vardhamana, B. I. ed. of Kiranawill, pp. 204-6 ). Both 
the works entitled Vwefea are therefore from the same pen. 
But the most wonderful thing discovered is that the author 
frequently refers here to his commentary on the Tuttva- 
cintSmdi^i also entitled the Vivei24i and not the Aloha. We 
quote one passage for example :—( fol. 7a, vi de JCirg^ avah 
B. L ed., p. 10) 1 

TTTO 

^ 

The PratyakMviveha is also referred to 
in foil 60a, 76a, 79b and 101b- Besides the Anum3Ti4Wi;efcw 
(fol. 14a, 15b, 83a-b ), the Gunaviveha is mentioned once 
< fol. 86b ) as well as the KnsumSfijaliviveka ( fbl. 83a :— 

There are four mote references 
to a Viveha uiider a single topic ( fol. Vda-b ) which from tne 
context points to the Pratyak^viveka. The rare authorities 
cited in the book are listed below alphabetically. 

KandalMra (fol. 27b 5 

•! 5 ^ ^ l 

KvswnSfijali-VardhamSna (36b). 

Jagadguni (q. v# 3b ) 

PaJicama^ikd ( 66a: Tdtparya, 

p.499). 
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BhSshara, ( 02b : a pasaage in AnumSnakJuinda. B. I. ed.,. 
p. 633, lines 5-6 is ascribed here to a pre-Gange5a work,. 
Bkashara ). 

LlldvatiprakSiadarpanaM (35a :—H 

I vide NydyalllSvatx, 

Chowkh. ed.^ p, 798 ). 

Viloja 90a & 96a : identical with DravckiranSvalwilSsc 
of Divakaropadhyaya ( q. v,). 

The LllSvativivska ( I. 0., I, 668 ) is a much bigger 
work and begins with the following prayer-verse :— 

ft qlgifd it 

But the name of the author here again is nowhere mentioned 
in the body of the book, which ends ( fol. 129a) with the colo¬ 
phon : ^ I There are referen¬ 

ces to the other works of the author viz. Pratyak^aviveha ( 15a, 
20a, 39b, 43a, 86b, 88b, 92b, 106b, 114a & I18b ), Anumdrui^ 
viveka ( 18b, 93a, 103b, 104 b &: 115b ), ^ahdatnveka ( 52b ), 
Cintanwi?itjii;efe<i (45a & 114b) Dravyavivekd (36b) and 
Gunaviveka ( 28b). The list of authorities cited, a much 
longer one, is given below arranged alphabetically; 

AcdradarU ( 22a ), Uddyota ( 18a ), Upadhyaya ( 93b : 
identical with Prabhikara ). Kandalikara ( 39b ), i^liTpd- 
puWiistii ( 66a ), KirdT^Svallprakah ( 28a ), CaturtkapmkSia. 

( 57b ), JaUivara ( q. v. 100b ), Darpana ( la, 2a, 6a, 7b & 
28b ), DviUyaprdkdia ( I8a & 53 a ), Dvi^yavdrtika ( 60b ), 
Nihund/ui ( 103a), Padamanjarl ( 2d ), Purusottamadeva ( 2a ), 
Prabhikaropidhylya ( q. v. 2a &c. 1J times ), Prumeyaprakoia 
(53a), Bhavadeva ( 2ib ), MdhSh/wsya ( 2a ), Rei^ukdkdrikS 
( 22a ), Harimi^ra ( 2a ). 

Two more works of Paksadhara we arc told ( S. B, S. Ill, 
p. 136 ) exist at Varanasi, a T^pparii other than the Aloka on 
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the CintSmani, which on examination may prove to be a part 
•of the Viveka, and a ^ahdharavyShhyS, Jayadeva*s nephew 
■\^sudeva, who was a pupil of Jay ad cva, refers to another long- 
lost work of Jayadeva named PramSiiapallava, which seems to 
have been an indepcndant treatise rather than a commentary. 
The passage of Vasudeva runs 

I ( Cintamamttfea, London 

Ms., fol. 31b). 

The identity of this Vivekakara Paksadhara as distingui- 
;shed from the Alokakara is now a great puzzle before us diffi¬ 
cult to solve. Paksadhara as a surname of the AlokakSra is 
well-known and the scribe of the Dravyaviveka undoubtedly 
:8upports the identity of the two—the Alokakara and the Viveka- 
kara—when he uses the peculiar abbreviation of the surname 
‘Pakhu^ For, in the fiimily records of Jayadeva we come 
4 icros 8 exactly this very form of his nickname as currer>t in 
Mithila. In the Bhaulla branch of the Sodarapura family the 
Punji records 'i ih vn 

1 But this identity can only stand on the supposition 
that Jayadeva wrote two separate commentaries on the Tdttv4- 
<int 3 m<ini, the Vivtka and the Atoka and that while the former 
is absolutely unknoxvn in MithilS and Bengal the latter became 
a standard work throughout India, That an early work of a 
celebrated scholar, who himself refers to it frequently, would 
become extinct among his own direct disciples is extremely 
•doubtful, At the beginning of the Pratyak^sloka, Jayadeva 
after saluting ^iva ( also invoked in the next part) clearly 
states r— 





This normally means that the Aloka was his first literary ven¬ 
ture and it would almost amount to an absurdity if we suppose^ 
as we must in case the Viveka be also ascribed to him, that the 
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Aloka was composed after finishing a large number of scholia 
on almost all the standard works of Navy any 5y a (including the 
TattvacintSmar^ ) under the common appellative Viwka, 

Among the direct pupils of Jayadeva, Bhaglratha ( dittJS 
Mcgha ) covered the same ground as the DTovyaviveka and the 
Lllavatxvivsha of Paksadhara. He very frequently refers to a 
previous commentator entitled 'Misrlh' ( LllSvatx, Chow* 
khamba ed„ pp. 4, Hi 18 &c. more than 25 times ), who, as 
we have ascertained, was neither Sankara Mi^ra ( who did not 
comment on VardhamSna) nor the author of the LilSvdtlviveka 
under discussion. One passage of Bhagirttha ( p. 45 ) runs :— 

We have traced this peculiar solution of an intricate 
text in Paksadhara also. Thus :—( fol. 13a of the LllSvdtt- 
viveka ) 

1 This proves that Miira of Bhagiratha preceded the 
VivekaVara, whose arguments against the solution are not 
reproduced by Bhaglratha. It is impossible, therefore, to iden¬ 
tify the Vivekakara with Jayadeva in the present state of our 
knowledge, 

The Dravyavivekd was superseded by the much more 
expansive works of Rucidatta and Bhaglratha. Many passages, 
of the Vivekd are found incorporated in Rucidatta’s com¬ 
mentary without acknowledgement. Bhagiratha also seems 
to have referred to the Viveka e.g. under the term 'kechit' 
( Lildva,^. Ghowk. ed., p. 53 cf. LilSvativiveka, fol. 15a )• It 
is, therefore, certain that the Vivekakira preceded both by a 
length of time and he probably lived about 1450 a.d. He- 
cannot be identical with Pakfadhara Upadhyaya of the 
Mandara family, who lived about 1400 a. d. Moreover, the 
author of the Darpandy cited in both the Vivekas before us, 
was Va(e^vara, the father of Paksadhara Upadhyaya. But. 
this filial relation is not at all borne out in the two Vmhas^ 
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while in the Tcttvanivyxya, a Smrti work of this Paksadhara. 
\ L. 1845 ) his father Va^e^vara is praised and saluted elo- 
qtiently. We conjecture that the Vivekakara is a third 
Pak^dhara of unknown parentage and in oui opinion, he is^ 
identical with *S^lma^Paksadha^a' of Amaravati who trana* 
cribed the Vi|t»upur5tw in 345 L. S. Jayadeva never refers, 
to his nickname Takfadhara^ in the Aloka and it is extremely 
doutful if a scholar of hia eminence and Celebrity could find, 
time to transcribe a Purffrw. But hitherto all scholars havt 
taken this Pak^dhara of AmarSvatl as identical with Jayadeva. 
( Vidylbhu^na, h c., p. 456 fn. &c.) 


Jayadeva's Professors i-^As we have stated above* 
Jayadeva distinctly mentions the name of his uncle Harimilra. 
as his teacher in Nyaya both in the Prstyaksa and the 
Anumana parts of the Aloha, The record that ‘Malw- 

mahopadhyaya* Harimi^ra was the eldest of the three brothers,, 
but he was not a 'MahlmahopadhySya* of great eminence and 
did not probably compose any work. The following quotation. 
in the LilSvativiveka probabl)' refers to a grammarian of’ 
earlier date'. ^ t H 



( fol. 2a) 


Wany portions of Jayadeva’s Aloka were published long 
ago in the complete edition of the text of Gahgesa, as complex 
.ments to Mathuranitha’s commentary. In the PratyakiA 
part the published portion covers the sections from Saroavaya- 
v5da to Nirvikalpavada ( B. I. ed., pp. 640-838 ). In the* 
AnumSna part the whole of the Kvaravada as well as the last 
section of the main part ( B. I. ed., pp. 983-97 )_ is adorned 
with the AloJui. In the &ohda part, where the Aloka begins 

1. for Harihuira the grammarisa and a commeotator on the 
vide Pnruysttamadeva'i PanbhJfavrtti ( Raiehahi, 1946 ) App., p. 128- 
* & Iatiod« p. 5. 
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-with a saluUtion toVisnu (sfgTFUfti^) instead of 
in the first two parts» the sections from the Jati^aktivada to the 
«id ( B. 1. ed.. Pt. II. pp. 556.866 ) ace illuminated by the 
Ahha. It is a pity however, that no complete edition of the 
Aloha, the greatest post-Gahgesa work of Navyany5ya m 
IvlithilS, is likely to be published in the near future. 

But there is almost an universal tradition in Mithila and 
JBengal that Jayadeva was a pupil of the celebrated Yajnapati 
'UpadhySya. For instance, we find in the SahdaM padrurm 

(Pt. II, 1749 Saka, p. 1791) 

I This tradition is substantially 

•corroborated by Jayadeva himself. Any one who will take 
the pains of comparing the works of * Yajnapati and Jayadeva 
-will be struck by the interesting fact that Jayadeva has contro¬ 
verted the views of Yajnapati at every step, In one^such 
•passage, cited below, Jayadeva distinctly refers to Yajnapati 
as ‘Guru’, Commenting on the text of Gangesa beginning 
with the word (Anumam, UpSdhisiddhanta, 

B- I. ed., p. 436 ) Jayadeva writes (Anujn5n5lofeo,^ S, 
Ivis. III. A. 25, fol. 56a) :-*WT ^ 

ftrft 5 ! 5n**T; l The whole controversy has been elaborately 
treated by Yajnapati’s son Narahari foil 57-66 of Tanjort 
Ms. No, 6268 ). Moreover, PadmanSbha Miira while 

Explaining the above passage of Jayadeva dearly writes in the 

PhsadharoddhSTa ( Poona Ms. No. 785 of 1887-91, fol. 54b):- 

umrr^ tnft -(v«ie 

Narahari’s DOfi^ddhdTd, fol. 60 ). 

glory in NavyanyZya This conflict between 
the professor and the pupil marked the most glorious period of 
; .Navyanyiya studies in Mithill and its echo reached the far¬ 
thest corners of the country. The whole intelligentia, so to 
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. speak, bf Mithilaand Bengal was divided into two rival camp*- 
Yajnapati’s son Narahari, himself a direct pupil of Jayadeva. 
gave a spirited reply to all the points of controversy raised by 
his teacher and defended his fether's views. VIsudeva, & 
nephew and pupil ofjayadeva, defended his uncle against the- 
'attacks of Narahari and many others of, the rival camp. Padma- 

nabha MiSra, belonging to a Bengali family settled at Varanasi. 

and adorning various royal courts of North India, wrote a. 
commentary on the Aloka named PaksadharoiUhaTa whereb- 

he met the arguments of Narahari and others. PadmanabhaV 
date falls in the latter half of the 16th century a, l>. The heal¬ 
thy controversy, therefore, raged in Mithila and the adjeceot 
tracts for well over a century. It is a curious and significant 
fact that with the. cessation of this controversy Mithila s literary? 
glory practically came to an end. 

Studies in Pratyuls?.! and Anumana—The above contror- 
versy was confined to the first two parts of Ganges’s work, 
and in consequence, studies on the earlier classics of Udayanaj. 
^ivallabha and Vardhamana considerably declined f^ this- 
period. An intensive and extraordinary switch on Gangefa. 
henceforth assumed proportions which have no parallel in- 
the literary history of the world. By Nature’s laws the highest, 
pitch reached specially in Bengal on portions of the Anumami-. 
part ’alone marked after a certain period of lull a sharp- 
^line that swept out the very foundations of Navyanyaya: 
including the solid work of Jayadeva. 

/ayadem's/umily stiU survives in Mithila. He belonged! 
to one of the premier Srotriya families of MithilS 
Sodarapura ofM^ilya gotra. VarShanath^, 10th ( or llthp 
in descent from the first ancestor Halayudha. settled in the 
village Bhauala, after, which this branch of the family came to 
U known, He was Jayadeva’s gfandfatha. According »■ 
Uadition Jayadeva lived in the village named Yamasama. M&. 
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^ad a son named MaltoahopadKyJya Ivfedhava. There is 
•evidence that this worthy son of Jayadeva wrote in defence of 
hifl father against the arguments of Narahari. The following 
. passage in the Afdnitiba of Jayadeva’a nephew VSsudeva refers 
to the long-lost work of J^yadevs’s son. In the section on 
Kcvalanvayi ( B, L cd., p. 566 ) Jayadeva’s views ( fol. 93a ) 
are refuted by Narahari ( fbl 83b ) N^sudeva begins his long 
note here thus : fol. 58a ) ^ 

.sr I ^ ^ 

(these are Narahari’3 words in a nut-shell) ^T, H5f fMtW- 

This proves that MSdhava, son of Paksadhara, was senior 
to Vasudeva, This is exactly corroborated in the family records. 
Gihguofthe htendara family had five daughters. MadhaN^ 
< son of TIkhu* ) inarried the third daughter named Gauri, 
while Vasudeva married the daughter of the second daughter 
Jayamati', 

Date of Jayadeva i It can now be confidently asserted that 
nil evidences, internal and external, point to the latter half of 
the 15th century a. J). as Jayadeva^s period of activity and the 
.Aloha was written sometime between 1465-75 a. d- Those who 
speculated on his date and identity without examining hia work 
and without consulting a single person of MithilS, where 
.Pakhu^s name is a house-hold word, naturally made astounding 
^statements. Keith, fox instance, took Jayadeva to be 'no doubt' 
identical with the author of the PrasannarZghava against a 
volume of evidence to the contrary ( L 0., 11, p. 560 ), It 

1, Vide Prof. R. Jha's illuminatiog paper on Kaviraja Bhanudatta m 
the Patna University Journal, p< 12 of o%rbt containing the ganealogi- 
<al table. 
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3 ieed hardly be suted that Jayadeva. son of Mahideva of the 
Kau^inya gotra and with a title PlySsavarsa is quite a differ- 
■ent person, who flourished two centuries before the Slokakara. 
Moreover, the gotra Kauninya is of a very inferior rank among 
Maithila B^hmanas. Similarly the long-drawn controversy 
,about the dateofa copy ofthe ^afvafejalofen ( L. 1976 )— 
whether it was 159 L. S. or 15D9 Saka—is quite meaningless. 
There should not have been any question but that it is 1509 
•Saka. Jayadeva must have survived till about 1500 a. d. when 
he gave lessons to the illustrious Bhagtratha, one of his last 
pupUs. On the other hand he was a generation later than 
■Ankara Miira who belonged to the same family and was his 
uncle () in relation. 

Jayadeva’s style : The formidable and intricate style of 
Navyanyiya works, which first took shape from the pen of 
■Gahgeia and some of his predecessors, further developed in 
the hands of Jayadeva, whose manner of arguing a point be¬ 
came the delight of all serious and hard scholars. Methodology 
now became the highway of almost all these scholars, who 
<ared very little, as time went on, for the original doctrines and 
their sources. GahgeJa, Jayadeva or Siromani, with whom this 
* intricate style culminated by joining hands with a formidable 
conciseness, rarely name their sources and their works are 
almost completely wanting in historical jnateriais. The only 
specific names we could trace in the Aloka are Vatseivara, 
author ofthe(MtmJftsa-) Maharnava, Makaranda ( a lost com¬ 
mentary on the Kusumanjiili ) and the Darpaijc in the Pratyakfa 
part and BkSskara and a very rare name PramanapSrSyana 
( fol. 131b ) in the Anumana part. 

Jayadeua’s pupils : There was perhaps no scholar in 
MithiS and Bengal who could claim so many and such a galaxy 
of distinguished pupils as Jayadeva had in his seminary. He 
gave lessons to Narahari, the son of his professor, to MSdhava,. 



126 Hiitory of Navya-NySya in MitKila 

his own Bon^ to his nephew Visudeva^ to Sueikara Upadhyiya 
( according to tradition ), to the famous scholiast Rucidatca. 
( who'gives him the highest literary title known in India ‘Jagad- 
guru’ ) and last of all to the great prodigy Bhagiiatha. We. 
.diould state here that according to the latest evidence neither 
Visudeva ^rvabhauma nor his pupil Siromani of Bengal ever 
came to Mithila for studies (wde Vnftge Mavydnydyacarcil, 
pp. 36-37 & 40 ). ^iromam's pupilage under Jayadeva is there¬ 
fore a myth* 

]ayadevd^s popvlcrity in Bengal : We heard a curious 
tradition in Mithila, though not widely current there, that Jaya¬ 
deva left Mithila in his old age and took shelter in. Bengal; 
This tradition is without foundation, but it is substantially cor¬ 
rect in a, cultural sense. Jayadeva^s school emerged out of his 
great conflict with Yajnapati, whose adherents were ultimately 
routed at the hands of Jayadeva^s folfowers. No author, except 
perhaps iiromam, could claim like Jayadeva a band of scholar! 
forming in his very life-time a separate school on the basis of 
his work, which they adorned with regular commentaries. One 
of his earliest commentators was Jalelvara Vahinipati, a son of 
Jayadeva’s contemporary Visudeva Slrvabhauma ; he wrote a 
^ahddlokodyoUi ( Vahge NavyanySyacared, p. 43 ) probab]^y in 
the lifetime of the Alokal^ra. His preference for the Ahk^. 
over his own father's commentary the Partba ( ib., pp. 37-41 ), 
i^s an eloquent tribute to the spectacular success of Jayadeva., 
This popularity of Jayadeva among Bengali.scholars is a feet of 
supreme- importance. It is now completely forgotten that all 
the scholars of Navadvlpa who commented on cicoma^ almost 
invariably commented on Jayadevi alsoi This continued for 
about two centuries and what is a marvellous fact, the Aloha 
survived as a text-book at Navadvlpa for over a century after it 
practically disaK>eared in Mithila itself. For, in the I7th cen¬ 
tury Gadldhara Bhanicar>^ ( i60iA109 KS>.)th€ last greats 
scholiast of'-Btogal corrunemed on aU'the three parts of ther; 
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Ahka ( ib., pp. 178-79 ), At Varanasi the Bengali scholars 
Rudra Nyayavacaspati, Raghudeya Nyayalankara and Jayarama 
■Nyayapahcanana of the same century commented on the Aloka, 
We have already stated that PadmanSbha of Bengal origin 
..oommented on the Aloha, but not on Siromani. We rcfram 
from mentioning all the earlier names* from ( Siromani’s fellow- 
toatc ) Haridasa NyayalahkSxa onwards, full accounts of whom 
are given in our Bengali work. 

In South India only the renowned scholar Annam Bhatfa 
is known to have wit ten a commentary named SiddailicTia 
on the Atoka ( R. 1536-37 )- A more recent and less-^own 
scholar named Agnihotra Bhatta wrote a Sphflrh on the Aloka, 
of which parts of the Pratyaksa and Anumana sections exist 
in manuscripts at Tanjore ( Nos. 6095-97 ). It is however 
A curious fact that Jayadeva’s pupil Rucldatta became more 
popular in South India. His CwiSTnaniprakSia much more 
than the Aloka succeeded in founding a sort of a sub-school 
of Navyanyaya and many distinguished scholars wrote sub- 
-commentaries on it. 

Jayadeva is described by his pupil Bhaglratba as a 
‘Pandita-kavi* i.e. he was both a scholar and a poet like .his • 
namesake who wrote the Candraloka and the PrasarmarSghava 
and with whom he is mostly confused. Whether any poem can 
be ascribed to him should be a matter of investigation. His 
poetic talents are also expressed in the following obituary verse 
about him which was discovered by us on the cover of the Ms. 
of Pragaibha’s Uparndnasafigraha preserved in the Asiatic 
Society ( No. 1752 dated 1643 V. S. ). It is a magnificent pane¬ 
gyric of the great scholar evidently from the pen of hU diiect 
pupils : 
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Tt'antotAphtAta : The extra-ordinary emi- 
nance of Jayadeva alias Palc^dbara put to shade all the 
previous scholiasts of GahgeSa, whose commentaries became 
extinct in no time. Incur attempt to rescue the names of 
some of these long forgotten scholars we came sccross the 
extremely peculiar name of Tvantopadhyaya which was 
completely lost. Some years ago we thoroughly examined the 
Ms copy of the AnumSry2kkan4a of a commentary named 
PahsadkareddhSra ( B. O. R. 1. Ms. No. 735 of 1887-91 : vide 
fol. 39b for the actual name of the commentary ). In this* 
commentary Padmanabha wrote learned discourses on favourite 
topics of NavyanySya and one of them is a long note on the 
( Vyapti— ) Siddhantalaksara ( fol. 22a.26a ). Towards the 
end (fol. 25b) we come across the following passage i— 




I r 


l ( The very unusual name found in the- 

manuscript here looks like Tkante’, altogether a doubtful 
reading ). Our suspicion, that the name of one of the earliest 
commentators of the Tattvacintdmarxi has been preserved in 


this passage, turned into a conviction in a most unexpected, 
manner. Sometimes ago we went to Triveni ( in the Hooghly 


district of Bengal) to examine what remained of the library 
of ]agani»tha Tarakapancinana ( 1894-1807 a. i'.) the greatest 
scholar of his age in Bengal. A bundle of stray leaves was all 
that we could lay our hands upon, from which we recovered a 
very old copy in corypha leaves of AniruddhaU PitfdayitS, 
A stray palm-leaf, tom at both ends was found in this copy 
containing a most interesting book list, We reproduce the 
whole of it below as a piece of direct evidence on the courses of 
advanced studies in Bengal in the middle of the 16th century* 



TvantopSdiiySya 129* 

It ii dated 'Sam 430, 23 Srava^* evidently referring to the 
Laksmana era which was adopted by the Nadia scholars from. 
MitWlS. The date falls in the 5th decade of the l6th century 
A.n, The superscript reads ‘Talika-pustaka-bandhaCka) Nadia^ 
(i.e., alist of books bartered at Nadia, the popular name of 
the city of Navadvipa): 

^ Column 1) KSvyapraksia, P\hvak}uii)4aT\a, AnumarwMisra,. 
Pr4ityc}i^~Kaf\^ko(dd}i3)m, BauddhSdhikSra ( 5 )• (Column 2) 
Tatti^Sloha, Pmtyofesd-Milra, VyavahS(ra)cintd~ 
Bauddksdhik^ra^^nkmniihi ( 5 ). ( Column 3 ) LilS- 
vatyupSya (i. e, LtlSvatipraksUi of Vardhamana ). Tat-Jalada- 
( i. e. cotmn. on-do-( the above ) by Bhagiratha whose sur¬ 
name was 'Mcgha*, and *Jalada* is again a synonym of 
Megha ). K\isummjdyup5w, Cuna (i. e. the portion of Udaya- 
na's Kiran3valt on SrSddha}ialpa (5). (Column 4) Dravyo- 
pSya (i. e. Vardhamana’s comm, on the Dravya part of 
Kirdij5iwii), KusunMjali-Jchida, &i3bda^Tv<inta, Guf}C-Jaiada (4). 
(Column 5, torn) Guru>p5(y<i), idbda^Cop^niUka), AcSrS{da.r^),^ 
jkfcnu, Dra(vyd) ( 5 ). 

The list is a good evidence that the Bengali scholars at 
that time assiduously studied all up-to-date Maithila works^ 
spedally on Navyanj^ya. The mention of Pratyakiakin^kod* 
dhSra by Madhusudana Thakkura is important as indicating 
the later limit in the date of its composition. The mention 
of '^aWn-Tvanta' (the readbg is quite clear and beyond any* 
doubt) is certainly the most valuable feature of the list. It 
proves that the long-forgotten Maithila scholar Tvanta wrote* 
a commentary on the Tattvacintam<ii}U of which the last part 
( iohii-khan^ ) was procured for the private library of Nadia. 
Padmanabha’s reference is to the second part of the same 
commentary. That he commented also on the first part of 
Gangefia’s work is proved by the following quotation traced 
by us in a unique eppy of the Prat^M^lokaprasSrani by 
Kifoadasa Sarvabbauma, oqeofthe earliest scholars of Nadia 
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‘who lived in the second quarter of the 16th century a, n. 
‘( vid$ Kr^nadSsa's full account in our Bengali work Vafige 
NavyanySyacurcS, ppr 114-23 ). 

I ( fol. 7a of a dilapidated Ms. in our possission: begin¬ 
ning of Mahgalavada, B. I. ed., p. 9 ). At the present state of’ 
our knowledge this TvantopSdhySya happens to be the earliest 
.known commentator on Gaageia’s Tattvfldntarrwnts for P^®" 
ceded both Jayadeva Misra ( Paksadhara ) and Ankara Misra 
•as we shall presently see. 

TvaniopSdhySyd^s commentary on the Kusum5?ljoii named 
Maharanda, The Karil^s of Kusum^jali were commented upon, 
among others, by Ramabhadra Sarvabhaioma and this ‘Rsnu> 
bhadrl^ was extensively studied in the Nyaya seminaries of 
Bengal till the last century. This Ramabhadra was a son of 
.the famous Janakinltha BhattScarya Cudama^i, author of the 
Nyaya^ddhdntamafljan. He mentioned his father’s name in 
most of his works, c. g., (I) in the beginning of the NySya- 
rahasya, This commentary 

on the Nydyas^ltras goes to the end of Chapter IV only, where 
the colophon luns-^fil 

'? 3 ^ssira: ( fol. 120b of NySya- 
Vaisesika manuscript. No. 9 of the Sara^vatl-Bhavafui, Benares. 
The commentary on chapter V proves on examination to be a 
separate work named Anxnfesilntutt<itn;itAira^ by Rimabhadra's 
father Bhattacarya-CQdamam himself ( Vide SshityoParisat^ 
Pairik3. Vol. 51, pp. 69-70 ). ( 2 ) In the beginning of the 
Ounaraha^a 

yan4jm*HifS. e >ui rr ) 


( V. 2, Ms. in our possession ) 



Tvantopadhjilya 

( 3 ) In the beginning of a small work on Smrti named Samayc- 
raha^a 

( Ms. in our possession )' 

( 4-5 ) In a well known verse in the beginning of Ramabhadra’s 
PndanhfltattvutifeJCBenares Ed,, p. 81) and Nafiva^fifeff 
K.A.S.B-Ms. No- III. a 148, a unique copy dated 1957 Saka):- 

?rTTO i 

^RfTOTFtferf^r u 

All doubts about the identity of RSroabhadra and his father 
should now be finally dissolved ( c£, I.H.Q,, XX, pp. 190-92 ). 
The strange introductory verses found b the begmning of 
Ramabhadra’s KuswnSnjalikSnkSvySkhya in all available Ms. 
copies—and we have examined scores of them—which created 
a bafflmg problem before two generations of scholars, must, 
now be regarded as the composition of some scl^ 
Ramabhadra. The first verse of benediction («mm: 
has been traced in the Amoda, a commentary on the whole ot 
Kusumt^jali ( and not on the Karikas alone ) by the fam^ 
Sankara Milra of Mithila, whose parents are again unmistake- 
ably mvoked in the second verse :— 

%«Tr 

Safikara has referred to his father Bhavamtha’s instiuctions in, 
many of his works, e, g., Vsdivinoda. LxlSvaUkantkabharai^ 
and Up^fearo. It was MM. Dr. Gopmatha Kaviraja who 
discovered a superscript in a Ms. copy of the Rs-mbluidn (fol. 

^ 

the first 4 or 5 leaves of the book were of Sankara MiSra’s com- 
Dosition and the test Slrvabhauma’s. ,(KusumafljaliMhom, 
1 B. Text. Introd.. pp., II-UI f. n. ) The ‘RSmchhcdrx’. ha*.. 
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been published in the 'Afutosd Snnsferit of the Calcutta 
University ( edited by Prof. N. C. VedSntatirtha >. There is 
indelible evidence in the commentary itself that it is a medley 
of tvo difPerent compositions. The fourth klrika ( 'sapek^- 

tJzt .’ ) is introduced tunes in two different places, once on 

p. 11 (falling under iankara Miira’s portion of the comment 
tary) thus H ft; 

I It should be noticed 

that the prose line immediately preceding the karikl is explain¬ 
ed in this portion. On pp. 13-14 again we read, ^ 

jwm..,^TOr5rmT: wm^ 

Here the explanation of the prose line is 
omitted and the rest of the earlier gloss is presented in a more 
elaborate and improved language. We should mention that 
this twice repeated explanation is found in all the Ms. copies 
•we have examined including the two in our own possession. That 
the earlier part was from the pen of Sankara Mi^ra is directly 
stated in three more manuscripts we have examined. We are 
•in possession of a very old copy where it is written distinctly 
in the margin of the front page, 'Safikaramisrasya KusumSi^jcli- 
•vySkbyS* and on fol. 5a after the portion W! WT? 

is cancelled by smearing yellow pigment upon 
•which it is written clearly 

I \ In the ancestral library of the late 

Pan<^ita Daksinlcara^ Smrtitirtha of Calcutta we found an¬ 
other copy where it is written ( fol. 6a ) fTO- 

finfhf OT. i Yet another copy was examined by u$ in 

a village ^tgeebe in the Burdwan district among the remnants 
•of a magnificent library which belonged to (Rama-) Duiala 
Tarkayfigila ( 1731-1815 a. d. ) one of the greatest Naiyayikas 
•of Bengal, whose ‘Patrilus^ on NavyanySya became popular at 
•one time throughout India, On fol. 5a it is written, 

I ^rWWt^l This earlier portion, 

iiowever, is not identical with the extant Amoda commentary of 



Tvantop^dhyaya 

-Sankara. Why this is so and what became of the first part of 
I^mabhadra’s own commentary are not known and are likely to 
remain an unsolved mystery. 

The third verse in the beginning of Sankara Mirra's part 
of the RJmnbluidTJ is as follows 

s?nwi i 

ii 

Of the three earlier commentaries on the Kusum^jiiH men¬ 
tioned in this important verse the Prah3^a by Vardhamana is 
long available in print. The ‘ParimaW is by DivakaropadhySya 
and a direct commentary on the text. 

Who was the author of the Makarandd, mentioned in this 
list by Saiikara Miira ? Not certainly Rucidatta. the author 
of the sub-commentary Praksidmakcrandd. who as a direct 
pupil of Jayadeva MiSra ( Paksadhara ) was at least one genera¬ 
tion later than Sankara Miira. In fact this Makarandd is an 
earlier commentary directly on the Kusum^jali and we have 
traced a dtation from it in the Prdtydk^Slokd of Jayadeva 
(towards the end of Tranwnyav^da' ) 

ST I ( foL 28a of a very old copy 

with us )# Jayadeva was not certainly referring here approvingly 
by name to any work of his own pupil Rucidatta. In feet a 
comparison with the corresponding passage b Rucidatta (St. II, 
p, 7 ) proves that the view dted by Jayadeva does not belong 
to Rucidatta, So the Nakardnda happens to be a long-lost 
-commentary on the Kusunmjali. Fortunately about two years 
,ago we succeded in getting hold of the above mentioned copy 
^ the 'Ramobkodn' in the coUection of Dulala TarUwgUa, 
where an inqmsitive copyist wrote down the following invalua¬ 
ble marginal notes upon the third verse cited above : 

< 1 ) MolwTnnde— “TvAKTOPXDfftXti— k|ta-SlsCre** 

{ 2 ) PrflhJf^*'VardhasD5nopSdhy5ya-k|(ta- ? gra-)nthe** 

< 3 ) Parimdie—''Granthavifaae”* • 
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Date of TwniopSdkySya : Ankara Mi^ra in the above list 
of previous commentators has omitted other famous names, 
notably the Bod fwni of Vaiadarija, who was a Kasmirian. It 
may be presumed that he preferred to confine himself to Mai- 
thila works only. As VardhamSna came after Divakara, we arc 
of opinion that Ankara drew up the above list in an ascending 
order of chronology. In other words, Tvantopadhyiya came 
after Vardhamana, though all three preceded iankara^s father 
Bhavanitha as the words of Sankara seem to imply. Now San¬ 
kara’s father and teacher Bhavanatha lived about 1400 a, d, and 
the date of composition of the two works of TvantopSdhyaya— 
ManiiikS and Makaranda —may be placed within 1375-1400 A.r>. 
We can hail the latter’s name, therefore, as the earliest com¬ 
mentator of Gange^a so far discovered. We should state here 
that Krsnadlsa SSrvabhauma’s quotation from TvantopSdhyaya, 
reproduced above, is followed by two other quotations from, 
unnamed scholiasts, who evidently came after TvantopSdhyaya., 

Sankaba MiIba : isa name to conjure with in 
MithilS. He was a poet (in Pa3)ditavijay<x and Rasaxnava ), 
a dramatist (in GdurJ-Digumfeiira-Prahasana ), a Smrti writer 
and above all a foremost Nyaya-Vai^esika scholar. He belonged 
to a most distinguished ^otriya family of Mithi^ and main- 
' tained two large seminaries in his celebrated homestead which 
is a place of pilgrimage in Mithill. We shall confine ourselves, 
in this account to his philosophical works only. The late 
M, M. Dr. Ganganatha Jha published in 1915 an edition of 
his Vsdivinoda with an introduction containing a most interest¬ 
ing account of the great scholar of extra-ordinary talents. He 
confronted the reigning monarch (probably the fi^nous^ 
Sivasimha) when barely five years old with the extempore 
verse, still recited by Maithila students in wonder and. 
worship :— 
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this royal visit fetched him money which by promise went to 
the drummer woman, whose drum sounded by itself at the 
■time of Sankara’s birth ( She dug a tank with the money, 
which still goes by her name in the vicinity of Sankara's house. 
There is a copy of the Harivaih^a preserved in his house which 
was writcn by his students in one night. A copy of the Gttatife^ 
from his house ends 

These are some of the wonderful relics still bearing testimony 
to the halo that strode over Mithi^ 500 years ago, 

NyZya^ works f^f Safikdrd : In the first flash of 

his great genius Sankara tackled all the hard classics of Navya- 
n>^ya without exception and wrote commentaries on each of 
them. His earliest work in this line seems to be ( 1) the 
Mdnirmynkha radiating on the work of Gangesa. It has been 
mentioned by him in moat of his works, e.g. in the Vadtvmoda 
•(p.59h Kana^rahasya (p. 103), L^vatikai}thahharar}a 
•< p, 73), UpaskSra ( pp. 154, Ibl, 189, 341, 351 & 405 ) 
and the Atmatattvavivehakalpalata ( B. I. ed., p. 534 ). He 
jscems to have regarded it himself as one of his best contri¬ 
butions. But the fact remains that in the heyday of Navya- 
•nySya studies over the work of Gang^a under Yajnapati and 
his disciple Jayadeva. the JddyMvi, of Sankara practicaUy lost all 
its lustre, As far as we are aware none of the eminent 
Nvyanj^ya authorities of Mithila and Bengal, from Yaj^pati 
.downwards, ever'took any notice of the Maixi^ka of Sankara, 
whose name is quite unknown in the main group of Navya- 
m>^ya led by Ganged Why it is so is really a great mistery. 
Uprill now only one single copy of the last part of Sankara s 
Muydkka has been discovered, proving that its circulation was 
very much limited. This unique copy U now preserved m 
Jammu, Kasmira beyond the reach of scholars. It is complete m 
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55 folios only ( Stein's Jammn Cat., p. 144, Ms. No. 1537 ). 
Fortunately Slttn reali^g the great importance of the «py 
has given extracts.(from the beginning and end ( p. 332 ). 
We reproduce them below. 

Begins : i 

Ends : ftr?TT ^V£i I 

^11? 

ipftT^fts^^RTT* 

^ *75r^^ I 

'R?nf 

^raiSlTl^tUfri<+tI 

SR g M 

lftr - ?Tl^jT9Tsft»RwprR*r5rfr 

f^afrrrrftmr^r^: ll 

There are certain revealing features even in the small extracts. 
In the po8t<olophon statement the titles (M. M. and Sanmilra)' 
are attached to Bhavar^tha alone, who was evidently still 
alive, and none to Sankara, confirming our suggestion that 
this was his first work. In the opening verse Sankara betrays, 
his predilection for a book named Maharmva; it was 
MmSfuamahSTnava by VateSvara belonging to the school of 
Prabhlkara. llxls PrabMkaia influence upon hipi might be 
one of the reasons for his unpopularity in the Gangeia group, 
though, pathetically, he claimed the ^ani as his own. In the 
first verse at the end Sankara absolves himself ciiriously from 
both merits and demerits of his work, which attach only to 
his father and not to him ; his task was only to write down 
what his father said I This sentiment is expressed by Sankara 
in most of his subsequent works ( vide LilSvatikanth^haraT^a,. 
the lacuna in the last verse should be filled up accordingly and 
AtmatattvavivekabalpalatS at the end). 
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( 2 ) TrisutnnibandhavySkhyd : a commentary directly on 
the first portion of Udayana’s PaTiiuddhi which was popularly 
known as AibandJui. A single copy of this extremely rare 
book of Sankara was discovered by H. P. Sistri at Dinaipur 
( Notices, in, No. 136 ).^ It was complete in 123 folios written 
in the Bengali script. Ankara admits at the commencement 
that he endeavours only to construe the text, which was ador¬ 
ned already with three illuminaling commentaries viz. Praksia 
( of Vardhamana ), Ddrpana ( of Vaje^vam ) and Uddyota ( of 
Divakara ). The book is practically lost. Sankara has not refer¬ 
red to it in any of his works. 

( 3 ) IQrdnavfliimrtikriprflfeafa : this also seems from the 
name itself to be an analysis of the great treatise of Udayana. 
It is referred to only once in the Kdjyadarahasyd (p. 111). It 
also remains yet to be discovered. 

( 4 ) BheddpraksSa : published fortunately in the Saras- 
vatI«Bhavana Texts (under the nameof Bhednrntna 1933, pp. 73 
from a Ms. dated 1579 V. 5.). It is a bold refutation of Vedln- 
tic Monism from the standpoint of the stout dualism of the 
Nylya. In striking contrast with Vacaspati's KhdndonoddhSra, 
which lost itself so to speak on dialectic skill without grappling 
with the fundamental doctrines, Sankara struck at the very 
rootof the controversy with an array ofbothVedic texts and 
arguments. It was for this reason selected as the targrt in pifr 
ference to Vacaspati’s work by Madhusudana Sarasvati, who as 
the leader of the &hkarite saints of Varanasi, wrote a full refu¬ 
tation in the AdvaiUiTCtTUirak^mm in a violent and most un- 
. saintly language. There is an imaginary conversation towards 
the end of the latter book where Sankara is addressed as an 
aged bull ( ): And Sankara’s mild protest also is recor¬ 

ded r The Bhedapraksh was one of Sankara’s earliest works. 
It is mentioned already in the VSdivinod4i (p. 44). Hall 
( Index, p. 85 ) examined a copy at Varanasi and the very same 
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pie..rved at Jammu < ■' 

pp\ 327-28 ). The daU of transcript is 1519 V. S. C^tra- 
Pumima. Tuesday ( corresponding correctly to Mach 10. 
1462 4 .D.) and it was copied at Kifi, in the lifetime of Sankara. 

( 5 ) aicn^aivitifca ; This was completely published from 
Varans as eady as 1888 a. o. (edited by Bhlgavataciiya 
pp. 732 ) and made Sankara’s name well-known throughout the 
learned world. It was written after the Bheda^a kSU w hich la 

twice cited (pp. 61 & 1241 ) and 

before the Vadivinoda probably. Like most of his works San¬ 
kara wrote this after taking ‘illuminating’ lessons fjo™ his 
father, who again was indebted to his elder brother Jtvanatha 
( not Jayanatha ). The concluding verse as printed should be 
emended slightly thus : 

srt (P* ) 

There is an interesting colophon at the end of the section on 
Anupalabdbi ( p, 415 ) • 

The next section begms with another interesting verse J 

s?R5rt 

^nf^t II 

It is a magnificent expression of his own talents coupled with a . 
sense of tare filial obligation. Sankara evidently regarded th« 
commentary as one of his masterpieces 

seems to have endorsed it by, accepting it as Sankara s ^st 
votk In the very life time of Sankara a superior scholar Pta- 
Salbl«c 5 rya, who it should be noted, was not a Maithila. regar- 
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dcd it as an authoritative work, upon which his own commen¬ 
tary on the Khindana was based. For, Pragaibha clearly states 
at the beginning of his commentary, Khandanadarpat^ 

( verse 4 : Kha^ddna with 5 com¬ 
mentaries, Chowkh. ed.. p.4) Safikara appears in a dual role 
in this undertaking. In the first place he attempted to explain 
the views of ^riharsa ftithfully from the standpoint of the 
Ve^nta, butb many places ( wc^pp. 93-124 ) he attempted 
equally to meet the arguments of Sriharsa from the standpoint 
of dualism. Everywhere, however, he marvellously concluded 
with a compromise on behalf of Sriharsa and the phrases he 
tised are quite amusing. Such are :— 

amfir *i[^<**4^^ y icn?T^( p« 95). 

rWift ^ I (p. 98). 

tm* ^ I (p. 103). 

1 (p« 109). 

Sankara's comments must have raised protests from 
staunch followers of the Vedanta. One of them was Raghu- 
natha ( Vidyalankara) author of the the longest 

commentary on the Khdnd^na. We have cited elsewh^ 
Sarvabhauma’s retort as record^ by RaghunStha, who was ms 
grand-pupil. The passage of Sankara exactly occurs in the 
Khan^n^tifeff (p. 95). In one place Sankara answers Sriharsa 
in a masterly way by twisting a verse of the latter 

WH^Ti i & g i F^nq: ^ ii (p- 98 ). 

Raghtinatha*B griticism here, quoted in the footnote, ends with 
a most interesting remark, throwing a side-light on Safikara^s 
popularity among his contemporaries as a pcet rather than a 
scholar. 
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There is a very old copy of Sankara’s KhandSn^tlkS, 
preserved in the Sarasvati-Bhavana, V«ranasi { Ms» No. 134 
of the phundhlraja collection). The post-colophon runs : 

XXX \ 

^ firsrr 

^ ai^ 3% STT^ I 3JR3T %yw- 

inWP^T*. \ The date works out to be August 1473 (not 1472) 
A. 1 )., when Sankara Misra was alieve, as the [scribe clearly 
indicates. 

(6) Ka^darahasya : A very useful Vaiiesika manual 
of moderate length fortunately published at Varanasi (Chowkh., 
1917, pp. 177). Sankara gives here a complete survey of all 
Vai^esika doctrines after the manner of Prasastapida and 
though he has not indicated his sources, it Is clear that he 
wrote after consulting all up-to-date works on the subject. 
The fling at the ‘Gaudas’ ( p. 48 ) for their incorrect pronun¬ 
ciation of the three sibilants is exactly borrowed, for instance 
from the Lildvatt ( p. 445 ). As we have stated before (p. 10), 
^ahkara wrongly ascribed three views of the Vyomffvdti to the 
Kandalt ( pp. 81, 82 & 87 ), each of them refuted by Udayana. 
Safikaia has punctuated the manual with many Kirikis drawn 
from various sources ( pp. 7, 23, 25, 26, 47, 88, 93, 98, 100, 
109,123, 152 8c 163 ). He betra 3 rs the influence of his age by 
waxing eloquent whenever a Gahgesa brand topic crops up 
{eg. Vylptivada and Upadhivada on pp. 93*100 ). Like an 
orthodox Vaisesika Sankara divided the book into six sections 
without adding one on Negation. 

(7) Vddivinoda: a remarkable manual exclusively 
dealing with rules of debate and specially how to defeat a 
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proud opponent. It was edited by M. M. Dr. Ganganatha 
Jha (Allahabad, 1915, pp. 4+73). It is divided into 5 
Uilasas under the scheme set forth in verse: 

sbto: 5r9Rr: RarsrRn^ I 

The bulk of the book is taken up by the first chapter (pp. 1-H) 
on the rules of debate and the third ( pp. 47-71 ) on the exact 
connotation of a problem containing a brilliant survey of all 
philosophical topics. Unlike the other works of Sankara this 
book refers to many early authors and works, some of which 
are important. An alphabetical list is appended here. 

AnumamirndyOfe/ia ( p. 59 ), Acarya (17), Candra (53), 
CintSmani (17)j Jivanalha Misra (61), NySyalocana (57), 
BhedaprakSsd (44), Manikanjha Misra ( 17, 35-36 ), J^otnjfeosa 
(2,17), MakSvyiva (53), Murari Miira(53), Lilawiti (41), 
VallabhScIrya (41), Sankara (41), and Siln5tani (2). The Vsdi- 
vinoda is mentioned in the Karisdarahasya ( 103 & 177 ) and 
the UpaskSYd ( p. 397 ). 

(8) Vaiie^ikasUtropaskSm : The original VaiSesika^Utras 
of Kanida, like the Sanhhyiisatw of Kapila, were neglected by 
scholars ever since Prasastapada composed the excellent 
manual named Pad^rthapraveSa which ousted all previous 
works of the school and came to be regarded as the BkS^ya, 
which it was strictly not. The paucity of literature upon the 
Sutras as against that upon the so-called BhS^a of Pra^asta- 
pada is well-known and by a stroke of genius Sankara Misra 
immortalised himself by writing this running commentary 
upon the Sutras. Sankara was quite conscious of the ad¬ 
venturous nature of his task, which he likened to sporting in 
the sky, but his ambition was more than fulfilled when we 
find that the Upaskara became the standard work on the 
subject throughout India. Sankara had written thus at the 
commencement of the book :— 
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(«(i5*«Ri ll (verse 3) 

The only previous work Sankara had before him was a- 
certain Vrtti. which he bad frequently cited { B. I. 1861 
pp. 6. 51, 55, 58. 161, 200, 260, 264, 283, 411. 414 & 419 ). 
It was an early work, as indicated by SafJcara and is now 
completely lost. But ^aftkara admits in the second verse of 
the introduction that he was indebted to two persons tor his 
knowledge on the Tantra viz- the ancient sage Ka^da and the 
recent scholar BhavaMtha, his own father. Probably he had 
only fragments of the Vriti before him. Naturally Sankara 
had adorned his commentary with brilliant summaries of 
Navyanyaya topics, wherever he found an opportunity. For 
instance, the Mangalvada (pp. 3-6), the MuklivSda (pp. 10-18)' 
the Vyaptivada {pp. 149-55). PlkSnun^na (pp. 285-92), 
Dvitvapiakarana (pp. 318-24) and references to his own 
Mamtifca betray his predilection. Nevertheless the_ C/posfeara 
is the only work now available on the Sutras of Kanida, which 
were shaped into a regular text-book, though how far they 
represent the original work of Karfda remains a matter of 
investigation and speculation. 


(9) UlSvatikaj^thahhdr^na: A complete commentary 
on the work of ^rlvallabha. It explains the original text and 
is not a sub-commentary of Vaidhairfina’s PrahSia. It was 
written after the Vsdivinoda and the K^TjSdarakisya ( both 
mentioned on p. 777. The references to BlwsarvajMc^a 
(wrongly printed in the Chowkh. ed., p- 771) and the Kandali- 
kJra(p.842: vide Kandall p. 119 ) should be noted. ^ 
this work is now fortunately published along with Vardha- 
nana’s Prafeafa ( Chowkh., ed., 1934, PP. 834 ) we invite the- 
attention of scholars to a remarkable feature m it. banka» 
has nowhere mentioned the name of Vardhamina in this 
commentary. On the other hand in many places Vardhamana’* 
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views have been cited anonymously (e.g. p« 13 ) and 
mostly criticised ( pp. 10 Si 76, Also 

pp. 47 48, where Vardhamlna had rcfut^ the words of a 
.previous commentator ), Sankara appparently did not belong 
to the group of Vardhsroana, who was looked upon somewhat 
in a spirit of rivalry. This^ feeling towards VardharoSna was 
tmdoubtedly acquired by Sankara from his father and senior 
uncle. For, he has stated at the end of his commentary that 
all his explanations had been derived from his father, who 
again learnt them from his elder brother ; 

^ p, 864 ' ?dso Atmdtattvavivekchiilpiildts, B. I. cd., p. 948 ) 

VXoASPATi Mi4baII : One of the greatest academic 
figures of MIthila and regarded as the foremost authority in 
Maithila Smrti. He wrote in his old age the Srsddhakdlpa (i.e. 
PitxhhaktiUirafiginl ) when he was the crest jewel of all the 
assemblies of ( Maithila ) scholars ( according to the epithet 

found in the colophon of the hook : 
L. 2001 ). In the following verse at the end of the book he 
recorded the total number of his previous works 

‘^astra’ as distinguished from 'smrti^ means here the Nya>^ 
philosophy. For, Vacaspati himself states at the end of his 
Kttydjtrd^pd ( Dcs. Cat, of Mithill Mss., Vol. I p. 67 ) 
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The smrti works of Vicaspati have engaged the labours of 
many distinguished scholars, notably M. Chakravarti (J.A.S.B. 
1915, pp. 394-400 ) and Kane ( Hist, of Dharmauistra, 1, pp. 
399-400 ). We shall only attempt to give a brief account of 
the NySya works of Vacaspati in this book and assign his pro¬ 
per place in the history of Navy any Sya in MithiU . 

' Vacaspati wrote what appears to be one of the best com¬ 
mentaries on the hlySyasutras of Gotama—(1 ) the Ny5ya‘(or 
Ndya~) TattvSloka, better known as Tattvaloha. No complete 
copy of Uie book has yet been discovered. The largest frag¬ 
ment is preserved in London (1. O,, I, pp. 610-11 which was 
examined by us thoroughly. The third introductory verse, 
cited by us before ( p. 2 ), where the six earlier commentaries 
are respectfully mentioned, proves along with the author’s 
sense of diffidence exhibited in vv. 4-5 that it was one of the 
earliest works of Vacaspati, if not his very first work. 

^ (n«^icIIV 

5r aijft ^ 

An alphabetical list of the' authorities cited in the book'is given 

below. _ 

]. Eggeling’s descriptive note requires correction. The iast folio With a 
black reverse which ia marked ‘182' in a decidedly later h*nd is really '164* 
which ia missing in its proper place ; this real page maik is still visible 
behind the present correction. FoL 165-181 contain the comine t itary oa 
the whole of the first 'thniU' of Chap. Ill (with its colophon in I76a ) 
and of the whole of the first three ‘prakaranas’ of the second ‘ahaika*. This 
portion has a new pagiaatron ( foJ. l-i7 ) along with the old one. The Mb. 
is in the Bengali script from three different hand> ( I- 20, ! 2i*26, l27*Si ). 
Foi. 113 is missing ; in its place there is a f)i., marked 33, from the same 
hand but belonging to quite a differe’^t book. Of the five colophons two 
( 8la, 176ft ) name the book 'NySyataitvSloka*, two ( 134b, I64a) 'Ny3ya^ 
and one { 92a ) simply ' TattvSlcka*. 
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Acarya ( u l., Udayana ) 36a, 51b, 92b, 99b, 128b and 
129b. 

Vd^Qta 53a. 

KandallkSra 33a ( on tamas ). 

Kird ( u e., Dharmaklrti ) 42a 6c 109b. 

KhandanoddhSrakSrtdayah 84b : the reference is to the 
earlier work of Vaidhamina cited by Vicaapati in hie own 
Kharyianoddhsra, p. 77. 

Candra 108b. 

CSrvaka 41a 6c l66a. 

Cintamawkftah 3b, 9a, 21b, 28b, 34a, 72a, 73a, 75b, 89a^ 
137a 6c 158. 

Jayanta 48b. 

Jaimisi 4la 6c 41b. 

Tikakfta^ 65b, 103a 8c 117a ( i. e., the earlier Vacaspad 
Milra). 

Tarani Miira SSa, 112a & 130a. 

TS^ihrShmai^ 121a. 

Digi^ga 14a, 36b. 40b, 47ab, 7^. 723b & 74b. All ^ 
paasagea are taken from the Tsiparyatxks of earlier Vacaspati. 
Nylyalocanakrtah 153a. 

Prajnlkaia 42a. 

PrabhakaropIdhySya 70b : a later Ny5ya scholar. 
PrameyaprakHia (6c Trth^prak 2 la) 53a (of Vardhamlna^ 
Bhartfhari 77b. 

Bhagat^H 77b. 

BhSsya lib, 14b 6c 94b. 

Bhiskara 12a, 21b, 53a 6c 67a. 
h^dhyaxnaka 95a. 
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Mxiririmilia 62b* 

Vatse^vara 127b* 

Vasubandhu 40b, 70b, 73b & 76a ( all taken firom the 
Td^paryatiki ). 

VicaspaU Miica ( I) 62a. 

VsmanavjtH 77 b. 

Varsyaganya 41a (also taken from the TStparyafikd ). 
Vaibhasikah 10b &: 22b. 

Sahara 50b. 

Sivaditya Milra 75a, 

SSnItaai 82a* 

Sandalopldhylya 63a. 

Sautrantlkali lOab Sc 22b. 

We have omitted in the above list the ntimeroua refer- 
to unspecified sources like Pranca^, NavySlj, Saugatll^, 
Sifikbyah, etc. The largest number of references belongs to 
GangeSa. In fact the TattvSlokii is one of the earliest attempts 
to explain the NySyasUtras under the new light of Gangesa's 
epoch-making work. Whole chapters of the CintSmani have 
been summarised by VSeaspati under different sQtras, ei., 
Mangalavada in the beginning, MuktivSda under 1. i* 22* 
VidhivSda under IL i, 63 etc. With the ever increasing 
popularity of the Cintanu^i the study of the original Nydya^ 
:sUtras declined. Tt is a remarkable and interestbg fact that 
the TattvSloka is more than double the size of the .NySya* 
rahasya the next commentary on the Nydyas^tras which was 
written by Ramabbadra SSrvabhauma of Navadvlpa more than 
a century after Vacaspati—the corresponding portion of the 
;present fragment of the Tattvdloka ends on folio 88a of the 
Baranasi Ms. of the Nydyaiakasya of about the same size. 
About a century later agaiHi ViSvamltha Pancanana wrote the 
which is much smaller in size than the Nydyarahasya and 
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in the 18th century, the VftH of ViSvaMtha again was sum* 
marised by an unknown scholar I It should be noted that 
VSeaspati has not referred to any of his own works in the* 
TaitvSloha. 

The text of the NySyasutTa$ as determined by himself 
was shown by Vacaspatx in a seperate booklet named (2) 
NySyasUtroddhSra. It was written when he was adorning the 
court of a certain king of Mitbill. The total number of 
Sutras according to him is 531 as against 528 arrived at by 
the earlier Vacaspati in the NyaynsOcIniband/ui. It appears that 
the late Mahamahopadh^^ya V. P. Dvivedi had access to a 
Ms. of this work copied in Cartra 1428» The socallcd 
CautamiUtram printed along with the Nydyabhaiya in pp. 2S 
with the introductory verse, 

is not an edition of the NyUyaSiitroddhSrat as is sometimes 
supposed, but only a text of the Nydynsutrns prepared by the- 
editor of the Bhdsy4 after cosuiting various books including 
a copy of the SatroddhSrd^ 

The next work of Vacaspati—(3) the NySyaratnaprahMn 
—seems to have escaped the notice of all scholars• It is a 
commentary on the Nyayaratna of Manikan^ha Mika, a pre^ 
Gahge^a Navyanyaya scholar of MithilS- 

There is a complete copy of VSeaspati's cocirnentary at 
Poona which we have thoroughly examined. The beginning, 
and the end of this unique book are exactly reproduced, 
below :—( B. O. R-1. Ms. No. 775 of 1884-87, foil. 71 ) 

Beginj m wfttH (5 h 4* t«i^s»ift: i 
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II 


5fr^ 5^: ii^^ii 

qw srk: ^ 

!H?I| 

fgpgts^ ^TOlt qqftqqq^nqjmft: dWwrr 
'ritqr ‘qqrgr’^ftq^jqqfti?: i 


'sftq^rarr:’ ^qsrPr q^raro: ii^ii 


qwifer 


TOT iWtiwfirTO ‘< 


*Ti|*^TO H^ll 




aiTOTT ^ I y !jqftr ^qfi? RieraKigl^a^la- 

q f? qqftwqTs^iewl^ 

(fol. la) 

Ends;—fiT^jjnrf3 ftjqr 

‘fqropi^uft’sq 5?T* II 

d|q>HKilR.^^: TO^t fqq: I 

ari, TOq^ JTO ctq q4: ii 


-' rf\Mli i qifl^*< l fq«q1qN4HWft<NJl TOR: II ?TO. ?? 

' ^ < T t TO ijq^q i ^ «flT^t ^Tf5%in% TRftraq% qniq iyft 
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1 ^ WAH i 4 CT ^) TCtTOTW 
I ( fol. 71 ) 



The date of the copy works out regularly to be 1616 
V> S# when Kartika Badi 3 actually fell oa a Friday, corres¬ 
ponding to Nov. 17,1559 A-D. The commentary was written 
by VScaapali at the request of Padmavati, queen of MahaiSja- 
dhirSja Pra^parudra { son of Vlryabhanu ), a ‘Ghauhani' prince 
of PancIlabhQmi. We are unable to trace the name of the 
king who must have flourished somewhere in the United 
Provinces in the second quarter ( 1425-50 a.d. ) of the 15th 
century. A doubt will naturally arise whether this VScaspati 
is identical with the ^mous scholar of Mithila. The following 
facts however substantially prove the identity. The last verse 
at the end of the commentary embodying the author’s di£f> 
’dence and humble approach towards scholars is exactly 
reproduced in the beginning of the Khai^nodd3T<u^ The 
views expressed in the present cocomentary regarding 'mafigali- 
carana’ exactly tally with those found in the TuttvSXoha^ ^ More¬ 
over, a Navy any ly a work of Mithi^ is not likely to engage the 
labours of a non-Malthila or non-Bengali scholar in the 15th 
►century, 


The question riow is what led Vicaspati to leave his 
native land and seek patronage of a foreign prince. We con¬ 
jecture that there was trouble at Mithila when Narasimha of 
the junlormost branch of the Raj family became chief after the 
death of SIvasimha and Padmasimha of the senior branch some¬ 
time between 1425 and 1435 a« n. He came back probably 
tPhen Bhaitavasifoha became the undisputed king of Mithili* 

1 lotrod. verse 4. (with the reading for flR: ) 

The first leaf, which is torn, leaves lacuna in the first two versea which 
•are filled up from readings in a small fragment ( foil. 20 only ) of thU 
very coamentaxy preiervod in the Orieotal Inetjtuce, Baroda (Ms. 
No. 10267 ): this fragment goes up to the fol. 1 lb of tbe*Poona Ms. 

2. FoL 2b, V ^ *1 % I 
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The NySyaratnapT<xkSii, unlike other works of the great author,, 
is not discursive but concise. It practically contains no referen-*- 
ces to works and authors other than those found in the NyHya* 
ratm itself. Mawkanfha quotes from the RAtmkola ; one of 
the passages isy 4 w ft ^ 

N^caspati comments and then 

( foL 37b ), exactly reproduces the argument of GahgeSa in 
refutation of this view. This finally settles Taranimifira^s 
authorship of the i^tnuhoia. 


VIcaspati next wrote three independent treatises viz», 

( 4 ) Pratyah5amTr}aya, not yet discovered but cited im 
the KhaiyjanoddhSTa ( p. 139 ). 


( 5 ) AnwnSnanirai}cya, also cited in the Khai^noddkSTa 
( pp. 72, 83*4 & 90 ) ; a Maithila fragment of this work is re^ 
ported from Nepal, wrongly described as a commentary on the 
AmimS7\ak}uin4^. .The introductory verse cited below proves, 
that like the Ta,ttvadntaman\ it analyses the NySya and' 
MtmamgS views on inference, ( Sastri: Nepal Cat,, I. p. 94 ). 




(6) ^abdumruaya, cited in his own Ih/aitaniT^ya,. 
( Darbhanp ed., p. 8 ). 

( 7 ) The Kka^noddhSra is a bold refutation of 
harsa*s Khafujana from the standpoint of the Nyiya. It is a. 
learned work and best displays the author’s dialectical skill and 
vastness of learning. The numerous references found in the 
book are collected here alphabetically. 

1. Fol. 34b of the R. A. fil. B. Ms. of the NySyaratna : this paBsage is 
also cited by GaAge^ in a very much expanded form as from the R atna- 

kc4akSra, Tflttvd«nf3mam, B, J. Ed., Anuirana, pp. 885-88. 
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^ References are to the K?tdni<ino(2(iWa published In the 
Pdndit. 1903-07, pp, 171 ) 

Scarya ( pp* 13*14, 45, 55, 71 4c 81 ), Atmatattvaviveka ( 45 & 
160 ), Ks^lcanamSlim ( Kavya ? p. 25 ), KmimSfljali ( p. 71), 
Khni^ddna ( often ), KharyianoddhSTa ( of Vardhamana, p. 77 ), 
•Gurava^ { p. 99 ), Cintamanikara ( p, 75 ), Jaranta^ Jayanta* 
•dayah ( p. 93 ), (p. 34 &c. 6 times), Tattvabodha (p. 118), 

Tattvdloka ( p* 25 ), Tatparyacarya ( p. 81 ), Dharroalcirti 
( pp. 148, 150 & 159 ), Naxasimha ( p. 40 ), Nibandhakrtalh 
( pp. 51 & 76 ), NySyScSrya ( p. 68 ), Bhat^a ( pp. 89 & 143 ), 
Bhasyd ( p. 7 ), Bhusana ( p. 136 ), Manikanjha ( p. 124 ), 
Maharnawi ( p. 40 4: 79 ), Magha ( p. 25 ), Maitreya ( pp. 55 
8c 57 ), Rdtndfeosd (not R/itnaprakaia as printed, pp, 73 8c 118), 
Li^vatlkrtah ( p. 76 ), Vatseivara ( p. 40 ), VardhamanoEw- 
dhyaya ( pp. 77 4c 150 ), Vivaraiyi ( p. 35 ), SahkarScSrya 
( p. 32 ), and HariiarmS ( p. 40 ). 

N^caspati’s contemporary Ankara Miira of Mithila alao 
'wrote a Bhedardina about the same time. Both of them were 
■regarded ae the greatest opponents of the VcdSnta at that time 
and drew forth a sharp and interesting retort from their youn¬ 
ger contcmporaiy Visudeva Sarvabhauma of Bengal, who had a 
distinct leaning towards the Vedanta, though he was also a 
distinguished commentator of the TaltvacintSmam. We quote 
this important passage of the KhdnddnahhU^amcni of Raghu- 
natha 





1. vide foL 63b of Ms. No. 95 of Sans. Coll., Calcutta and fol. 50b of • 
Ms. at Saraavatf«Bhavaiia, Varanasi. Compare Bkeddratna (8. B, Text, 
p. 53 ) and Kho^^Roddham ( pp. 45-47 ). 
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The implication of the passage should not be ignored; 
Ragbui^tha the author of the KhcndaruibhflsSmiii^i, who calls- 
Slrvabhauma his Taramaguru’ becomes quite different from 
the famous Raghunatha ^romam, who was according to* 
reliable evidence his direct pupil ( vid« Vatige NavyanySyA’- - 
cared, pp. 36-37 ). The language of the above couplet of 
Sirvabhauma seems to show that VScaapati slightly preceded 
iahkara Misra ; for» by ordinary rules of grammar, the 
compound should have been as in the Dayyiaviveha 

of Vardhamlna II (introd., v. 6 ). 

(8) V^caspati also commented on the Tattvacintd^' 
mani, perhaps last of all; for, he has not referred to this . 
commentary in any of his previous works as far as available* 
There is a unique Ms. of the Pratyaksa chapter of the CintJ- 
mai}ipTaksia preserved in the Sardsuafi Bhavana}. The 
colophon runs— 

As we shall presently see it is probably the earliest extant 
commentary on the Tattvacintdmaj}i. 


( 9 ) That VScaspatl also commented on the Anumana. 
chapter of Gangesa will be apparent from the following 
evidence. KanSda TarkavSgl^a, who was by tradidon a fellow- 
student ofSiromaw, commented on the CintSmojyu We have 
come across the following passage in the (Vylpti-) Purvapaksa* 
prakaiapa of Ka^da's AnwndnamanivydkhyS 






sn|J I .*( fol. 15b of a Ms. in our possession ^ 

1. Ny3ya-Vaiile|ik& Ms. No. 262 on palm-lea/ In the Beogali script^ 
fol. 1-70, 73*80- 
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This peculiar interpretation of VScaspati has also been 
cited under his name by Jagadila Tarhllahkara in the 
maynkha} apparently borrovKing from Kanada. PragalbhS- 
carya also respectFully quotes the interpretation under the 
flattering epithet ‘SampradayavidahMoreover, in the Anu- 
miti-prakarana of AnumSnSiokd of Jayadeva ( Pakfadhara ) the 
passage ^ ^ 'T 5Tr«i1& ( fol, 4b ) 

refers, according to Bhavananda Siddhintavagisa, to an inter¬ 
pretation of Vscaspati It should 

be noticed that both the passages of \^caspati cited above have 
reference to particular text of the Cinfffmjiji and are not likely 
to belong to his independent treatise Anumanani-niiiya, 

What was the tenth or the last work of VIcaspati on the 
NySya remains a matter of speculation. It may be the Sabda- 
khanda of this CintSmaniprakSia or a commentary on the 
NySyaliiSvati, if the following passage, which we traced in a 
fragment of an unidentified commentary on the 
truznt preserved in a private collection at Navadvipa warrants 
such a conjecture 

I H*r» ( fbl. 103b ). VIcaspati also wrote a &jh<isra- 
dkikarana on the PurvamimSihsS rules of interpretation. Two 
references to this work were traced by us in the Navyadharmor 
predipa of Krparama TarkavagSa written in 1686 6aka ( 1764- 
5 A. n. srfe&ft 

( This long-lost work on the M imam si 
may also have been included in his philosophical works. 

1. FoL 1 2a of a fragment of 'MuJa m our poaseaaion. 

2. ( Foi. lOa of 
(Anumano-) Progdlbht, Ms. Ko. Z96 of the Sara^t: Bhavana, Benaraa. 

3. Fol. 26a of Bbavanaoda’a AlokamiU}isSTa, Ma. No. 362 of the 
Saras vat: Bhavana. 

4. Fol. i 6b of Me. No. 1602 of the Vangtya Sshitya Pari^ad, Calcutta;, 
the book is mentioned also in fbl. 43b. 
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VScflspati and his contemporaries : As the author of the 
above ten ti-otks Vacaspati chronologically stands at the top of 

a galaxy of Navyanylya scholars ofMithila and Bengal. As 
we have stated above Vacaspati preceded both Jayadeva and 
PragalbUicIrya. A more convincing proof of Vacaspati ye a- 

tion with the other great scholars of the period has been traced 
by us. In the Pmminyavada (of the PratycJ^akhanda) 
VScaspati comments on the second 'Vipratipatti thus : 


-Wi; q%Std^fef% St U^lvP.HH'vvn.nrf^- 


Both the solutions suggested here for meeting the two 
objections, the word 'SarnSnadhikarana’ as an addendum bemg 
Vicaapati’s own peculiar solution in preference to the word 
7anya’ suggested by a previous commentator, have been refer¬ 
red to and rejected by Jayadeva m — 

^ fe?T?nfJT& g?B Bhavl- 

nanda SiddhantavSglia in his Pratyak^alokasaTamanjari stated 
in his comment on the present passage. 

RnT^-?T%ftl ^rtTRlfirroU?# 

fiTc 2 W: I In this comment Bhavananda mentions the name of 
Upadbyaya (i. c. Yajnapati) before Wcaspati. This is not 
chronologically correct Bhavananda was a pupil of Krs^dSsa 
•Sarvabhaiima, from whom evidently he got the infonnation. 
Krs^lsa's PrMya}i^ahkaprasarai}i has been recently dis^ 
vered by us. He correctly notes here 

^ (fol. 34a of Ms. in our possession ). It 
was known to Kpsnadasa that both chronologicall y and exegeii- 

1. Fol. lOb of Pretyak^ntZmaniprak^ of VSeaspati. 

2. FoL 14a of a Ms. of the PratyakiSloka in our possession. 
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cally Vacaspati preceded UpSdhylya’. Pragalbhlcarya has also 
referred to the above solution of Vacaspati, but the ground of 
his rejection of it is different 

I Ruci- 

datta, the pupil of Jayadeva, reproduces here both the gro unds 
of rejection ( fol. 32a, of A. S. Ms. No. HI. C. 120 ) 

Vasudeva SSrvabhauma's comment on the point is not available, 
but his pupil Siromani, curiously enough, sticks to the solution 
ofVIcaspati ignoring the adverse criticisms ( PxImSnyavada, 
1901. p. 66 ). For the purposes of chronology all the above 
important references are,, however, thrown to the shade by the 
momentous discovery that Yajhapati formulated hia own solution 
of the DFoblem after rejecting that of Vacaspati, Yajnapati 
comments on the point^ 

I ( Pratyak^aprabhd, Paris copy, fol. 23- 
24 ). Yajnapati’s son Narahari reproduces his fether’s argu¬ 
ment in the PratyaksddUfaj^odiihSrd thus :—( fol. 29b of Lon- 
don copy )- 


Jt ^1* I Vacaspati, 

therefore, composed the commentary on Gahgesa’s work some¬ 
time before the whole band of brilliant scholars, both of Mithila. 
and Bengal, occupied the field. Jayadeva, who wrote between 
1460-75 A. D., was preceded by his teacher Yajnapati ( about 


1. Fol. 31b of R.A.S.B. Ms. No. 40i0. 

2. Fol. 29b of Praty&h^a-PragaJbht, R.A.S.B, Ms. No. 1175, a very old 
copy dated 1575 V. $. i. e.> 1518 a. d. 
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1450 A, i>. who again came after Vacaspati. On the other hand, 
^iromani^a teacher Sirvabhauma was preceded by Pragalbhl- 
carya> who was slightly senior to Jayadeva. All of them Sarva- 
bhauma, Pragaibha and Jayadeva critidsed Yajnapati and some¬ 
times violently. All these point to the conclusion that N acas- 
pati’s NySya works were composed not later than 1‘'40a. i>. 
and among his NySya works, it should be noted, the Manx- 
prakZia was probably the latest. Vacaspati lived long enough 
to witness in his old age the flybg colours of Yajnapati and 
Jayadeva which fully eclipsed the glories of his early life in the 
field of Navyanylya. It is thus that the pathetic appeal at the 
end of his last work the iraddhakalpa becomes significant: 

ih^ ih i 

\^caspati probably concentrated on studies in Smrti since the 
advent of Yajnapati and Jayadeva ia the field of Navyanylya. 

Vj««pa^i’s family : As stated by himself VScaspati be¬ 
longed to a 'spotless^ family of Karmamlmafisakas, In other 
words^all his ancestors were devotees of the Vedic culture and 
well-versed in Mimansa, the logic of the Veda, The Mulagrama 
of his family is named ‘PH? or ‘Pall? belonging to the Vatsya 
gotra, of which a branch is named after Vacaspati’s native 
village ‘Samauli'i Quite a bewildering mass of materials of 
VScaspati’s family connections are scattered in the Pa%jh, 
where he is given the supreme title 'Paramaguru', which was 
never enjoyed by any other scholar in Mithila with the single 
•exception of Ganged a. These valuable genealogical data have 
been critically studied and published by Prof. Jha ( Svadein, 
J. iii. pp. 137-44 )• We need only refer to a few prominent 
•details of chronological significance. He had four wives. His 
first wife’s father was a grandson of Maharija Bhogisvara and' 
his eldest son ( by this wife ) Laksminatha married the daugh¬ 
ter’s daughter of M. M. Rudradhara Upldhyaya, the famous 
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Smarta, who was thus an exact contemporary and probably 
slightly senior in age to Vacaspati. His second wife’s father 
was, the daughter’s son of Mahlraja Bhavesvara- His third 
wife of the respectable ‘Satalakha’ family was the first cousin of 
Sankpra M lira’s third wife. His fourth^ wife of the respectable 
'Sodarapura’ family was a cousin of Sahkara Miira, who was 
thus his exact peer in age, relation and, let us add, learning. 
His youngest son ( by the third wife ) Mahopadhyaya ^rihaxi 
Misra gave his daughter in marriage to BhavanStha, a son of 
M. M. ^ucikara UpSdhyaya of the Kujauli family. VScaspati 
had a very large number of descendants; he had at least 28 
grandsons, among whom only one M. M. Kesava {son of M.M. 
Naraharl) made his name in the learned world as the author of 
the 


Vscaspati's patrons : In his early life Vacaspati went 
abroad and was patroniprcl by Queen Padmavati of Pahclla. 
His connection with the rulers of MithilS was, however, lohg 
and intimate. He wrote many works on bmfti in the name of 
HarinIrSyana, the royal title of King Bbairavasinha, who was a 
cousin of his third wife. The most famous compilation of 
Vacaspati ascribed to HarinarSyana is the Smrtimaha^va. 
This king Bhairava had five wives, according to the and 

the second wife named Jaylao is abundantly praised by VIcas* 
pati in the introduction to his great discursive work Dvcita- 
nirnaya ( verses 4-10 ). She was the mother of ‘RSjadhiraja* 
Purusottamadeva, who was younger to Rlmabhadra and did not 
evidratly ascend the throne. She ceremoniously employed 
Vacaspati, ‘the roaster of all sciences’ ( v, 7 i ) to 

-wriU that book. It was written -when Bhairava was still reign¬ 
ing. This Prince Puru^ottama was soniess, though he had four 
wives. 

There is a copy of Mdhada7Uiniri)aya at Nepal ( Sastri: 
Nepal Gat. Vol. I, pp. 122-3 ) ; it is ascribed to Harinarayana 
m the beginning and to Rupanirlyana at the end. This has 
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caused some confusion, and it has been surmised that Bhairava 
enjoyed both royal titles ( S. N. Sinha ' Hist. Tirhut, p. 75 ). 
But it is extremely unlikely that father and son should have the 
same 'Viruda’. The copy is not available for examination. It 
is much more likely that Bhairava was dead when the book was 
finished and his son Rlmabhadra was on the throne at the time. 
Vlcaspati^s last work the Pit'^haktitardhgiiil was expressly 
written at the fag-end of his life at the reciuest of the latter king* 

Date qf Vacaspati : Since the discovery of the Kandaha 
Inscription of Narasinhadeva (i. e. DarpanSrayana, the father 
of Bhairava 5cc ) dated which undoubtedly 

means 1375 Saka corresponding to 1453-4 a. it is clear that 
Bhairava and his two sons RSmabhadra and Purusottama, all 
mentioned by.VScaspati, were living about 1480-1590 a. d, We 
should conclude, therefore, that the birth-date of Vacaspati 
cannot be placed before 1400 a. d. nor can it be placed after 
1410 A, n., in consideration of the fact that his philosophical 
works, all written in bis 'youth*, could not have been composed 
after 1440 a. d., as we have stated above. He must have survi¬ 
ved till about 1490 a. t. if not later still. Perhaps he was a 
man of the whole century, 

Yajnapati UPAOHYArA: Better and more com¬ 
monly known as simply Upadhylya was the author of a coro- 
mentary named Prabha on the three parts of Gangeia’s work 
( omitting as usual the UpamSm part). Copies of the Prabhs 
are extremely rare. There is a copy of the Pratyak^a part in 
the Bibliotheque Nationale, Paris ( A, Cabaton’s Cat. of Mss., 
1907, p. 150, No. 904, foil. iOO ) ; a rotograph is now preset^ 
ved in the Asiatic Society. It is in Maithila script ( not Bengali 
as written in the Cat. ) and begins 

1. J. B. O. R. S., XX, pp. 16*19. Jayaswal took it to mean 1357 ^aka 
as Nami&ha's son Dblraainba was already ( on the throne 1) in 3Z1 L, 3. 
But aU canons of chronology go against the ioteipretatioc. (vide Dr« S. Jha: 
.VidyUpati-Gitasangrahaj Introd., pp. 44*46, 
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^ ^TOu?: 

mm ^ ^ a 


57?r9/S^ iWT 


There is ao old copy of the second part of the PrdhkS preserved 
in the Darbhanga Raj Library ( foil. 125, 5 lines to a page : the 
copy belonged to one Balarama Chakravartl. 7 foil, of Sutras 
are added in the copy ending with the date 1408 Saka Si5va^ 
28 i; e. 1486 a. d. ). It begins :— 

^ m) ;f®RT i 


srg^ qci i 



am €5Tfir?P^il 


iftr U537^ 1 «ra 5R«l^- 

fc5?rf^ni7^TTf^mt 



No copy of the last part of the PrabhS has yet been dis¬ 
covered as far as we are aware. That Yajnapati had commen¬ 
ted on this part also may be inferred from the fact that a quota¬ 
tion of his son Narahari, who defended his father against the 
attacks of Jayadeva, has been found in ^ghavendratirtha’s 
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NySy^ipd on the ( Mysore ed., Vol. 11, p. 35 ) 

referring to the Yogyata section of the last part. Upadhyaya 
is also cited in the ^dbdj-Pragaibii? ( Poona copy, fol, I ). Many 
•unfounded traditions existed about Yajnapati in the seminaries 
specially of Bengal. It was given out for instance that Yajha- 
pati was a son of Vardhamanopldhylya and was more brilliant 
than the latter. In the ^ahdakalpadruma ( p. 1791 under the 
word ^NyHya ’) it was stated that he was a pupil of both Gan¬ 
ged and VardhamSna : ( 

^ ). The extracts given above dispell all these traditions as 
entirely baseless and prove the following facts which should be 
carefully noted. ( I ) His father named Sivapati had written a 
certain book ('graniha*) which docs not seem to be a commen¬ 
tary and was probably an independent treatise on the Nyaya 
doctrines and Yejnapati based his commentary on that book of 
his father. He does not clearly state that he read with his 
father. 

( 2 ) Yajnapati’ft PrabhS superseded all previous com¬ 
mentaries on Ganges's work and laid, so to speak, the solid 
foundation upon which the latest phase of Navyanyaya studies 
upon Gangela flourished and quickly attained almost incon¬ 
ceivable heights in subtlety. Some of the views of Upldhyaya 
arc now permanently embodied in the current texts. The Pro- 
hka created quite a sensation in the learned world. We have 
cited above the commencement of the second part of the Prn- 
hhS on the initial point of relevancy ( ‘sangati^ ). Yajnapati’a 
pupil Jayadeva boldly characterised his reading of the text as 
spurious: ( 

TO I AnumSnaloka, fol. 1). 

Unlike Jayadeva, Pragalbhlcarya exactly quoted the Vords of 
, Yajnapati and improved upon it by adding two argumcnis ( see 
AntxmSiui-Prcgalbkl ). Siromam also accepted the reading of 
Yajnapati and wrote his brilliant thesis on ‘sangati', where 
Upadhyaya's views were not ignored. The antagonism of Jaya- 
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deva towards Yajnapati had far>r€achlng affects as we have 
stated elsewhere on the cultural history of MithilS. 

Hundreds of passages are now available where Yajnapati 
has been criticised, by various scholars besides Jayadeva. We 
shall refer to two great names whose works are still unpub¬ 
lished. Pragalbha ( whose Mangalavada has been published in 
the S. B. Texts under the wrong idea that he belonged to 
MithilS ) cited Yajhapati’s views at every step and criticised 
them. We believe Pragalbha referred to his name only twice 
in the second part, the first time, it should be noted, respect¬ 
fully io the plural number ( ^ I ^ Anif 

mSna-Pragalbki, foh 22b under the section Kevalanvayi: also 
63a under the same section ) and his criticisms have always 
been sober and dignified. Not so, however, Sarvabhauma who 
was slightly junior to Pragalbha. In the only existing frag¬ 
ment of SSrvabhauma’s AnumanamafiipaTiksS we counted as 
many as 52 references to Y^napati by name ( from fol, 29a ), 
by far the largest number to a single author and some of Sarva- 
bhauma's criticisms have been violent. For instance, 

fol. 42b under Visesavyapti), 

(49a under the same section), ^ 

( 66a under Tarka & 84a under Upldhi ), ffir 
xpsTTJ (150a under Kevallnvayl ). Who were the 
scholars ''deceived by YajJiapati" cannot be spotted now in 
MithilS or Bengal. When Sarvabhauma wrote, somewhere bet* 
ween 1460-80 a.d,, Yajnapati and his unknown pupils formed 
a powerful group in MithilS, as indicated by SSrvabhauma. 

We shall refer here to an interesting passage, upon which 
a somewhat heated wrangling continued for sometime both in 
MithilS and Bengal. In the section on Kevalavyatircki Gan- 
gesa scrutinised a passage of Udayana ( B. I. ed, pp. 599-601 ), 
for both Pragalbha ( fol 67b ) 

and ^rvabhauma fol. 161a ) clearly indi- 
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catcd the source here, Gahge^a ia extremely sober and digni¬ 
fied in almost all hia criticisms ; but surprisingly enough he 
closed his criticism here with the phrase ^ (p» 601, 

the word 'causing confusion’, though not Sanskrit, is 

locally used in MithilS and Benpl). Gangc^a’s stricture 
against Udayana was rightly answered by Yajnapati ( as found 
in the Ma.i}isSra, Trivandrum ed., p. 98 ) with a closing retort 
IJayadeva, as usual with him, 
attacked Yajpapati closing with the phrase 

it>. p. 98). Upon this 

Gopinatha correctly observes ^ 

5 % I A rare case of a confusion many times confounded I It 
should be noted that Goplwtha cited a ‘Gauda’ view also on 
the topic ( p. 99 ), which, however, cannot be traced in SSrva- 
bhauma or Pragalbha and Siromani did not touch the topic 
at all. 


Yhj7UipJti'5 i 2 gs and family : We have stated under VScas- 
pati Miira II that Yajr^pati cited and refuted an exposition of 
the latter. His date of composition of the Prabhs cannot^ 
therefore, be placed before 1450 a, n. Nor can it be placed 
after 1460 a. p. when his pupil Jayadeva along with the Bengali 
scholars Pragalbha and Sarvabhauma became probably acquain¬ 
ted with his views. This is confirmed in our opinion by his 
family history, so elaborately treated in the Parijis of Mithili. 
We sliali refer to some of his numerous alliances ; 


( 1) He belonged to the celebrated Mln^Jara family of 
Kasyapa-gotra« He was closely and doubly related to Sankara 
Msra as shown in the chart below. 
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Vateivara M. M. Vidvanitha Vatelvara 

(of Mandara family) (of Sodarapur family) (of Mantra femily) 


Palupati (1 St)=daughter Ravinatha (3rd son)—daughter 
Siva^ati (2nd son) Bhavyiatha (2nd son) 

Yajhapati (Ist son'^ Sankara (1st son) 

» 

This makes Yajnapati only slightly junior to Sahkara, both 
belonging to'the same generation. Vi^vanatha’s daughter was 
the second wife of Palupati and §ivapati her second son. Palu* 
patios sister's husband Ravinatha again was the first son of the 
second wife of VisvanStha. If Sankara Misra was born in the 
first decade ( 1400-10 a. r^. ) of the century Yajfiapati was bom, 
say, in the second decade (1410-20 a. n.), 

( 2 ) Yajnapati was also related to his distinguished pupil 
and critic Jayadeva ( Paksadhara )/ though not quite so closely, 
as shown in the chart below. 

M. M. Vl^vanatha ( Sodarapurlya ) 


Ramanitha (first son ) 

VarShanatha ( only son ) 

(^ne ( second son ) 

Jayadeva ( second son ) 

Yajnapati is thus one generation senior to Jayadeva ; 
but as J^adeva belongs to the senior-most branch of the 
femily, Ramacitha being the first son of the first wife of 
VifvanStha, his difference in age with Yajnapati cannot be 
more than a decade or two. Jayadeva’s birth-date would be 
about 1435 a.d. according to our surmise. In other words 
Yajnpati was about 20 years senior to him. This date of 


daughter—Paiupati 

Sivapati (second son^ 
Yajnapati (only son) 
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Yajnapati is not in conflict with that of this great-grandfather 
Vajesvara, who preceded him by one full century and was 
born, according to our surmise, ia the first decade ( 13CX)-10 
a.D.) of the 14 th century, It should be noted that between 
Vateivara and Yajnapati all except Sivapati were eldest sons 
and it would be reasonable to take 35 years to a generation 
as the average in this case. 

Yajnapati was a Mahamahopidhyaya, which in Mithila 
generally meant a master of all sciences. Apparently Yajna* 
pati was regarded in his times as an authority on the Dharma- 
iastra also. For, his son Narahari in his critical work on 
Smrti named Dvaitamr7}aya quoted a passage of his father 
( p. 7 : ^ ) on the topic of Daksina- 

dana )• It is probably a verbal verdict and does not refer to 
any Smrti work of Yajnapati. 

VATE^VABorAHitYAYA.: a doyen of his times 
in the cultural aristocracy of Mithila, though his name is now 
almost forgotten. He was universally known as the Darpena^ 
kSra both in Njiiya and Smiti, In Pratyak^sloka Jayadeva 
answers an adverse argument of the DdYp3nd to a passage 
of Gangeia in the Siddhinta portion of Mangalavada ( B. I. 
ed., pp. 89-90 : Gange^a handled the intricate 
in his argument here ). The particular passage of the Aloka 
runs: 15 5r 3 

I ( From an old Ms. in our possession, vide p. 157 of 
TaUvacintSTnai^i with comm., S. B. Texts, 11939, wrongly 
printed in the Purvapak?^ portion ). The name of this 
Darpanakara was quite unknown till we discovered the passage 
fully cited by Narahari Upadhylya in rhe PratyafesodOfono- 
-ddksra ( fol. 19a of a unique Ms. preserved in L O. London ) : 

t The first portion 



VateivaropadhySya 


165 


of Vatelvara’s argument (not died in the Aloha ) was 
restated by Vafesvara's great-grandson YajSapatii who was cited 
and criticised by many scholars ( vide the Pragalbkl printed 
in the S, B. Texts, pp. 162, 164 ; MadhusQdana^s /varitafeod- 
dhSra, ib. p. 158 ). We need only cite an unpublished note 
ofMidhava Mi^ra in the PratyaksSlokoi^piks on the point 

l (fol. 44b of a unique Ms. preserved in 
the Darbhanga Raj Library ). It can now be stated confidently 
that the healthy conflict between Yajnapati and his pupil 
Jayadeva (so aptly described by Gokulanatha once as a 
'family quareV : 

fol. 88b of A. S. Ms. of SiddkSntaUittvaviveka ), which marked 
the most glorious period of the literary history of MithilS 
really started about a century earlier with Vatelvara as a bold 
opponent ofGangela. This rivalry subsisted for about two 
centuries mainly through the descendants and relatives of 
Vatesvara and exercised a profound influence upon the cultural 
history of Mithila as we shall presently see. 

Vatesvara must have written several works both on Smyti 
and NySya with the appellative 'Darpana'. But he was more 
femous as a Nyaya scholar. One of his sons Paksadharopa- 
dhyaya wrote at the begmning of his Smrti work named 
Tattvanirmiyd:— 

I ^ I \ 

srep? fro 2^ • 

(i4jgM r II 

■( Ms. preserved at Mithila Institute : compare L. 1845 )• In 
the fragment examined by us ( foil. 40 only ) Paksadhara haS 
quoted his father’s views on Smrti topics ( fol. 5b, 28a Sc 35b ); 
of these the second passage (28a) is long^nd extremely impor¬ 
tant, as Vatesvara hat cited therem with approval an opinion 
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ofDivIkaia Mika’s ^uddhibimhc, which is quite anew disco¬ 
very in the Smrti literature of Mithila. Vajesvara has also been 
cited twice by his descendant Narahari in the Dvaitcnirnaya 
( Darbhanga ed., pp. 10 & 32 ). The first passage ( 

I .^ a fefigj ci q, 

p. 10), where Vate^vara quotes approvingly from a work 
named ^addhapallava, proves that his Smjti work was named 
(Smfti-)D4Tpan«. 

Among his Nyaya works, all of which seem to be now 
lost, we have so hi discovered the following names. 

( 1 ) NySyanihandJiddarpaiyi : Ankara Misra at the com¬ 
mencement of his TrisUtnnibandkavySkkyd ( H. P. ^Istrl; 
Notices, n, No. 136 ) wrote :— 

?pnf? II 

Of the three illuminating scholia on Udayana’s Nihiirtdha which 
Sankara had before him, the Uddyota ( by Divakara ) is the 
earliest and possible the three names have been mentioned in 
the ascending order of chronology. In that case the author of 
the Darpar^ must have slightly preceded Vardhamlna, whose 
is mentioned first of all. This Darpaoakara is undoub¬ 
tedly Vatesvara ( and not Mahe^a Thakkura aa surmised by 
M. Chakravatti: J. A. S. B., 1915, p. 259 r vide S. B. Studies, 
III, pp. 148-49 ). Only one Darpanakara was known in Mithila 
in the • 15th century a. d., whose identity was beyond any 
question. 

( 2 ) NySyal^SvatUaTpaiTa ; A reference to this long-lost 
book is found in the following passage of Paksadhara's Dravya^ 

TOi ( London, I. O. copy, foL 35a : vide LllSvati, 
Chowkh. ed. p, 798 ). Five more references have been traced 
in Pakjadhara's LilSvdtlviveka ; these are 
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I ^ ^55^* ?w- 

( London I. O. copy, fol, la, very beginning ), 

(fbl. 2a) ^ ^ 

( fol. 6a : vide LllSvaii, p. 18 ), ^ ^?hTra^»nST^ 
(ib.,p. 21) (7bXTO 

fts^l^prfirsRaiftifir ^ ( p. 101) ww ^ 

( fol. 28b ). The name of the author ia not mentioned in 
any of these references but, as we have stated before, there was 
only one DarpanakSra known in Mithila in the middle of the 
15th century and he was undoubtedly Va^e^vara Upldhj^ya. 

There is an anonymous work named UpSdhidxiTpana pre¬ 
served at Poona ( B, O. R. L Ms. No. 6 of 1898-99, folk 9 ). 
It begins :— 

I«ft ? *4<fi II 

The references are to Udayana ( fol. 2b, 5a ), VaradarSja (2a), 
VSdlndra 6b ; ^ \ Sividitya 

Misra ( 3a : 

) and Srldharaclrya ( 3a ). They 
l>rove that the author was fairly old and probably preceded 
Oahgesa, as we are unable to trace any Gahgesa-brand passage 
in the book. Moreover, Vateivara is not likely to suppress his 
name if he were the author of the book, as the title would 
tempt one to surmise. 


Vatesvarans passage, where he had criticised Gahgeia 
was probably taken from the Nibandhadarpana, The follow-, 
ing passage, which we traced in Sirvabhauma's MdnipanksS, 
is likely to be from the same source. 

( fol. 50a under the section on Vi^esavySpti, 
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B. I., ed., pp. 156^57 )• It should be noticed that Sarvabhauma 
cited the extract in support o£ his own contentiorL It appears 
that the intricate analysis of the term ‘avacchedakatS’, which 
subsequently culmmated in the works of SIromani and his 
followers, was first taken up by Vate^vara. 


Vateivara's Age and Family : Vafe^vara must have been 
a leader of the Maithila community in his times- In the 
following verse of the HarihaTasithhasiui Vafefa has been held 
as an ideal Srotriyaj he adorned his scholarship by success- 
ful teaching and his riches by charities. 


I 

(XII. 25) 

( Prof- R. Jha’s ed-, p. 76 ) 

He was a distinguished member of the Mandara family, which 
has for its first ancestor, as recorded in the Ptirljis, one Nara- 
siihha with a very peculiar title 

proving that at that time (in the 12th century aj).) 
some of the scholars at least had a kind of military training. 
Vatesa was 7th in descent from this Narasimha. But in an 
old Palm-leaf copy of a ^SkhSpafljl, preserved in the Dar- 
bhanga Raj Library, the genealogy of the Mlndara family 
starts from one Trinayana Bhatta, about 15 generations before 
Narasimha (the leaf unfortunately is torn with many names 
lost), the antiquity of the family, one of the oldest in the 
whole of India, going back to about 600 A.o. Vatesa was the 
third son of his father M. M. Jagannitha and his maternal 
grandfather was one belonging to a ^mily named 

Vatesvara himself had a numerous family and was 
closely connected with many distinguished Emilies of Mithill. 
His date can be fairly fixed from reliable clues furnished by 
his family alliances, some of which we have examined else¬ 
where, His father was a contemporary of Gangeia, 
This is confirmed by the following fact. Vateivara 






Va^c^ varopldhy ly a 
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was a close relative and contemporary of M. M Viivanacha 
of the Sodarapuria family, two of whose daughters were given 
in marriage to the eldest ( Pasupati) and third son ( Ahga^i ) 
of Vate^vara by his first wife, while a daughter ofVate^vara 
was married to the third son { Ravinitha) of VUvanfitha. 
Now VisvanStha’s second wife (i.e* the mother of Ravinatha ) 
was a daughter of Pritliarma of the Naror^aye family, who 
again was an exact, if not a bit younger, contemporary of 
Bhavalarma and consequently of Gangela also. For, Priti* 
larma’s mother’s mother was the younger sister of Bhava- 
sarma’s mother’s mother.. Pasupati, as we have stated under 
Yajnapati, was the latter’s grandfather. 


Vatesvara’s second son Raghupati had a son named 
PrajnSpati who married Kamala the daughter of Maharaja 
^ivasihha’s own sister- According to the latest evidence 
Sivasihha was defeated by Ibrahim of Jaunpur in 1415-16 A.ij. 
( Bengal,^ Past and Present, LXVII, 1948, p. 36 fn. ) and not 
earlier. Sivasihha’s sister’s daughter was born, say, in 1385 a.d. 
at the earliest and her husband's grandfather Vafeivara was 
born not earlier than 1300 a.i». 


Vateivara’s youngest son Surapati was the father of 
Vifnupuri’s mother’s mother. This also places the birth of 
Vatc^vara not earlier than 1300 a.ix^ 

Vateivara’s fifth son (le. first son of his second wife) 
was Pakfadhara, whose eldest son Mahipati was the fethcr of 
M. M. Rucidatta’s sister’s husband Amarapatl Even if we 

1. Prof. R. Jha cakuJated Vi^nupun's date from that of &vaimha 
( Patna University Jouiaal, offprint, pp. 9-U). Taking 1416 a.d. as the 
date of SivasiiUia*s death, the birch of Surapati*s daughter's daughter 
Maura should be 1400 a.d. and Vateivara’s birth cannot be placed before 
1300 A.D,. even if we assume an interval of ISO years between the birth- 
dates of Vate^vara and his graod-diugbter (i.e. Suiapatx's daughter ) 
Bhavano, the mother of the above-menfioned Maura. 
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suppose that Amarapati was bora in 1425 a,:^ at the earliest, 
Vateivara’s birth cannot take place before 1305 a r»i We 
conclude, therefore, that Vatelvara was bom in the first decade 
of the 14th century. 



CHAPTER V 

THE AGE OF FOUR M's 


M A 0 Ti A V A MI s u A : Son of the famous Jayadeva 
Mika alias Paksadhara ( q. v. ), He was also a M. Mi and 
probably wrote a work, where he defended bis father against 
the arguments of YajSapati's son Narahaii and others of that 
group. 


Ma DHAV A MiS UA, Sod of Gadadhara, wrote a Bhedu- 
dlpika in refutation of Vedantic monism. Pandit Ramanatha. 
Tarkaratna of the Asiatic Society visited Tirhut in search of 
Sanskrit manuscripts. He came across a copy of this extremely 
rare book sometime in 1878-79 a, d. ( L, 1879 : foil 60 ) and 
gave a good summary of it, from which it appears that the 
author was well*read in the Vedanta. The BhSmati, the Khai> 
4ana and the.CitsufeW are among the works examined and refu¬ 
ted by him. Two verses are reproduced here from the Report t 


d ifhRfi rfkro ’TWT- 








II 


Fortunatdy the name of the author has been traced in the Pan- 
j\$» He belongs to a senior branch of the famous Sodarapura 
family, a common ancestor of which named Ratnesvara had 
three sons, M. M. Hales vara being the eldest one. Madhava’s 
descent from him is as follows : Halesvara—Raju—Yogisvara— 
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VarSha—Rati—Hore^Gadadhara—M. M. Midhava. He was 
thus three generations later than Sankara Milra of the same 
family, who was fifth in descent from the second son of Ratne- 
ivara. This MSdhava Miira lived, therefore, in the middle of 
the 16th century a. d., about a century after Sankara Miara. 
MSdhava Miira, son of Jayadeva, was a generation earlieri 

BuAnTiiATHATaAKicuKA: An elder brother to 
Maharajadhiraja Mahe^a Thakkura was a celebrated logician of 
Mithila, He completed his studies under Jayadeva at the age 
■o£ twenty years. He commented upon the Dravyaprahdia, the 
Gurwprafejfit, the KimmSf^jalipToka^a and the LlldvatipraksLi. 
His works are either called PrakdHkd or Jalada or Meghd after 
his nickname ‘Megha*, It is presumed tha Vardhamana’s Pra- 
liSias on the Nibandha, the NyJydpurihjfa and the Atmatattva>- 
viveka were not so much in use during Bhagiratha^s time. He 
read the Praks^a on the last named work ( cf. Lildvatimegha, 
Baranasi ed. p, 9 ) but commented on the Atmatattvaviveka 
i( published in the Bibl. Ind. series ) itself. 

Bhagiratha and Raghunitha ^iromani were contempora¬ 
ries and lived in about 1500 a, d. but did not see the works of 
■each other. His LtlSvaitjakidap Kusumdfijalijalada and Gu^- 
jaladaAie mentioned in a list of books prepared in 430 L. S, 
( p. 129 ). Again the Dravyamegka and the Gut^amegha have 
similarly been mentioned in another list of 409 L, S. The 
lowest limit of his scholastic activities may thus be fixed in 
1905 A. i>. 

MasbSa TflAKKCTRA: One of the best scholiasts 
•on the Aloka of Jayadeva. The Darpanc, as his sub-com¬ 
mentary is named, seems to have extended to the first two 
parts of the book as no copy of the ^hddlQkadarpaiyi has yet 
been discovered. The first sectioa (Maiigala\^da) of the 
Pratyaksa part has been published along with the Alofea and 
itwo other commentaries in the Sarasvati-Bhavana Texts. A 
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new edition of the Alohi and the DdTpdiyi is being published 
from the Mithill Institude, Mahek read NySya with M. M. 
Sucikara Pandita of the KiijWi family ; this fact is stated in 
the introduction to a drama named Anhndavijaya by Sucikara’s 
great-grandson M. M. RamadSsa Upadhyaya :— 

^TRiT?; wBi4’riT II 





This Najil^ was written for Sundara Thakura, a grandson of 
Mahek, and, therefore, it is stated afterwards in the 
PrastavanI^ I It is 

not known if this Sucikara had written any book, but in a 
book-list dated 409 L. S. we found the name of a work 
•^LiUvati-^uci’, which may be a work of this Sucikara, a com¬ 
mentary on the NySyalxlSvaix.^ There is evidence that Mahda, 
probably after finishing his Nylya studies, went to Varanasi, 
•where he read (Vedanta and Mimansa) with RSmeivara 
Bhatta. RameSvara^s grandson Sankara BhatJa wrote his family * 
history in a Mahakavya named Gsdhivdfisdnuvarnanam 
{ fragment now preserved in the Sarasvati Bhavana ). In the 
sixth sarga of the poem we find 

^ ^ g T ^vrft a^R 

^ M (V. 5, fol. 8b) 

1 ThU §ucikarft belonged to the Bhakharduli branch of the Kujsuli 
family of KStyiyana gotra. There was another Sucikara beloagingto 
the Govimiavfl»<r branch of the same family and his grandson' Sankara, 
author of the Smttisudhafeum ( composed in 1677 a-d. ) stated that hi* 
grandfather was a renowned Naiyiyika» 
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As a result of his studiea at Varanasi he formed a bias towards 
the Vedanta which was reflected in the following remarkable 
passage in the Anumlna portion of the D&rpana :— 

ftrfW ^ 1 (cited by M M. 

Dr. Kavinya in S. B. S., IH, p. 142 ). Mahe4a’s fame as a logi¬ 
cian spread far and wide as proved by the interesting epithet 
{‘the great dialectician of Tlrabhukta’) used by Sankara Bbatto, 
who was himself a leading scholar of Varanasi. Moreover, 
Annam Bhatta, the famous polymath of South India, wrote his 
commeritary on the Aloha named SiddhSfljana after consulting 
previous glosses ( on the Aloka ) notably by the four great M’s 
of Mithila—Megha, Mahesa, Madhusudana and Madhava 
( R. 1536 ). He has actually cited and refuted Mahesa's views 
( R. 1537 ). This fame of Mahesa rested on his single work 
in logic viz. the Darpar^a and it is not known that he had writ¬ 
ten any other book in Nyoya, A thorough examination of the 
book is necessary for ascertaining Mahesa’s position among 
contemporary scholars, 

The date of composition of the Darpar^d can be feirly 
fixed from the following evidence. 

( 1 ) Sankara Bhatta has left clear chronological date in 
his femily history. NIrayara Bhafta^ the eldest son of RSme^ 
svara, was born in Vaiiskha 1435 Saka( early in 1513 a. )• 
( V. 6 ). The fomily removed from Vidylnagara to DvarakI 
in the 4th year of Nlrayana, whose Upanayana was performed 
there (V. 16 ). Rameivara settled at Kasi sometime after, say 
in 1522 A. S3, ( VI. 1 ). His first disciple at Kasi was a Konka^ 
( VI. 2 ), then two ascetics Dlmodara and Midhava Sarasvati 
( VI, 3 ). Mahesa’s name is found in VI, 5 and in the very 
next verse it is stated that a Gurjaia pupil read the MdhahhS^ya 
along with Sridhara, the second son of Rame^vara, who was 
born on his way to Kasi ( not earlier than 1521 A, J >,). It is, 
therefore, probable that Mahela read with him sometime bet- 


/ 
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•ween 153CV35 p. and the Darpana was written within 1535- 
40 A. D, very early in his literary career. 

( 2 ) According to genealogical works authentically pre¬ 
served in Mithila Mahesa was the youngest child of his parents 
—youngest of four brothers and six sisters. All his brothers 
were great prodigies viz. Mahadeva, ( q. v. ) and Damodara? 
who composed their works within the first quarter of the cen¬ 
tury. At the end of his very first work the Dmvyaprakdiiks 
Bhagiratha has mentioned the name of Mahesa, who was bom» 
therefore, just within 15C0-10 a, O 4 and wrote the Ddrpcna 
when his age was about 30 only. 

( 3 ) This agrees with the tradition that he went to the 
court of Rani Durgavati of Garh Mandla, probably after the 
death of his immediate elder Deodar a, who was patronised by 
Sangrama Saha ( d. 1530 a. d. ). 

( 4 ) The acquisition of the Darbbanga Raj by MaheSa is 
is dated in 1478 ( 'randhra-turahgama-lruti-mahi’) Saka i. e. 
1556-57 A. 0 ,, when his age was about 50 according to our 
calculation. 

( 5 ) In his old age he abdicated the throne and roost of 
his works on Smrtt were composed after abdication. For, in 
his Tithitattvacintarmni he has referred to Raghunandana and 
Gopala of Bengal (Ms. No. 66 of the Mithila Institute, fol. 9a :• 

Raghunandana wrote the Jyoti^aiaitva 
( No. 20 in the list of his works ) after 1489 Saka ( 1567 a. d, ). 
Mahesa, therefore, must have written this treatise in the last 
quarter of the centurj'. But the mention of Goplla is a great 
puzzle, for both the smrti writers of that name, the Kaumudi- 
kara Siddhantavagik and the MrndyU'kara NyayapahcSnana 
were junior to Raghunandana and were living still in the first 
two decades iof the 17th century. Probably the reference was 
to an earlier Gopala. At any rate Mahesa becomes a contem- 
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porary at least of Raghunandana and his date of birtK can never 
be placed before 1500 Ai d. 

It should be mentioned here that the late Dr. H. P. Sastrj 
discovered a letter written by Mahela to one TSrkika- 
cudSmam’, whom he took to be identical with the famous 
Raghunltha ^iroma^i. This letter was cxibited by him in the 
Asiatic Society in April 1907 ( Proc. A. S. B., p. Ixxv ) and was 
' discovered in a book named Vaivan>atasiddhdnta written in 
1529 A.D. ( Ind. Ant., 1912, p. 9 ). The letter has been pub¬ 
lished in vol X of the Des. Cat. of the Society (p. 235 ). Dr. 
Ctrl's conjecture about the identity of the person ( Mahcsa 
Sarman' ) who wrote the letter is entirely wrong. The letter 
was written in the Bengali script, and though not dated is 
' somewhat latex than the manuscript of the work (named 
/yotihs5r«5gaTiicomposed inl450 Saka, VivasvdicsiddhSntd^Srd 
being only a part). The author of the work ( Gaurinatha 
of the Mukherji family) and all the persons referred to in 
the letter including Mahesa undoubtedly belonged to Bengal. 
Maheia ^hakkura of Mithila could never be supposed to have 
identi£ed himself so immediately with the femily of a Bengali 
scholar. There is absolutely no evidence that he was a pupil 
of Siromam or CudSmani of Bengal The very idea of a 
Maithila pupil taking lessons from a Bengali scholar was quite 
unthinkable at that period. 

MadhusOdana THAKBneA: might be 
regarded as the greatest NySya scholar of MithilS in the first 
half of the 16th century a.p. The first section ( Mahgalas^da ) 
of his masterpiece the KdntakoddhSra has been published 
( TaHvdcintdmani with Comm,, S. B. Texts, ,1939 ). In the 
third introductory verse he has boldly stated that his able 
arguments have removed all thorns, in the Aloka and the ifciji 
and in the fourth verse he proudly advertised his scholarship^ 
in eight different branches of literature (Nylya, Vaiiesika, 


Madhusudana Tliakkura 


177 


Mimafisl, Vedanta. Mahabhasya, Kavya, Dharmasistra and 
Mantra^astra). That it is not a mere idle boast will be 
apparent even from a study of the small printed portion of his 
work. His masterly elaboration of Mimansa doctrines 
(pp. 60-64, 94-103, 141-45) and his quotations from Sri- 
datta ( p 40 ), NydyamahSrnava ( p. 41), Mahdbkd^a (p. 42), 
Dravyapraksia ( p. 60 ), Vajeivara ( p. 37, 67. 175 ). Uddyota 
{ p. 67, 119 ) and his own father ( p. 34, 37. 76, 183 ) as well 
as his frequent refutations of previous glosses of unnamed 
scholars are some of the exceptional features of his perfor¬ 
mance. Unfortunately the printed portion forms only a 
hundredth part of his whole work. We add, therefore, brief 
notes on the unpublished parts. 

The first part of the Kantdkoddhdra ends with the colo¬ 
phon : 

( fol. 120a of A. S. Me. No. G. 1439, dated 491 L. S., 
copied at Vikraraapura in Mithila ). The copy extends from 
the Prlminyavada to the end. We traced three references to 
Pragalbha {4a, 12b & 16a ) and an interesting one to an un¬ 
known scholar ( 20b : quote one 

remarkable passage ( fol. 58b ) P« 653 

iinder Samavayavada ), 

— 

?? II 

^ There are two fragments of 

this part at Tanjore ( Foil. 27 and 131 : vide Tanjore Cat, 
pp. 453-437 ). The colophon cited ( p. 4537 ) from the 
larger fragment (fol. 126, at the end of the section on 
Sannikarsa ) is extremely important. According to it Madhu- 
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sudana wrote this commentary under the patronage of one 
‘Mahlrajldhirlja' ^maraja described, among others, as 'Kat- 
Mtaka-Cakravaitl'. The identification of this monarch is a 
great puzzle ; there was no paramount king of that name in 
South India in the 16th century a, n. as far as we are aware. 
We shall discuss the point later on. In a Darbhanga copy of 
this part ( No. p. 321, foil 94 ) the author refers to his own 
invincibility thus : ( verse 2 ). 




There are two copies of the second ( AnxunSna ) part in 
the Asiatic Society ( Nos. G. 1444, foil 174 and G. 1572, foil 
142 ) both incomplete towards the end. It begins with the 
third verse of the first part. Madhusudana is commonly bclic' 
ved in MithilS to have successfully controverted the views of 
&romani of Bengal This tradition is partially correct. There 
are eight passages in this part where Madhusudana has cited 
and refuted *Gauda* views ( No. 1572, fol 21a, 23a, 28b. 31a, 
71b, 81a, 91b & 103b ). Of these the second quotation is the 
well-known definition of the term Vyapti technically known as 
originally formulated by Slrvabhauma ( AnurnSnamani^ 
pankfd, fol 14 ) and included among the fiunous 'fourteen defi¬ 
nitions’ of Siromani. Here Madhusudana also cited and refuted 
a passage of Pragalbha ( fol 23a ). The next passage runs 

28b). The passage 

exactly occurs In Siromani at the very beginning of the Purva- 
paksa section of VySptivSda. It is an original explanation of 
^iromam and not borrowed from ^rvabhauma or Pragalbha. 
As far as we are aware Madhusudana was the first among 
Maithila scholars to quote from Siroma^ The long passage 
quoted in the section on Tarka ( fol. 71b ) is also taken from 
Siromani, who under the heading %f^put in a nutshell various 
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comments on the point found in Sarvabhauma (fol. 63*65 ). 
The remaining five passages cannot be traced in ^iromam, 
Sarvabhauma or Pragalbha and were evidently cited from other 
Gau<^ scholars, whose names and works were lost during Siro- 
mam's great mastery. The ending verses and colophon of this 
part is cited below from a Palm-leaf copy preserved in the 
Darbhanga Raj Library. 

II 

(h Rfi ii 

NM*1^1 <• II ^ ^ 

a T «^^H^ufii ;iT The scribe happens 

to be a grandson of the famous Bhagiratha Thakkura, the elder 
brother of Maheia Tbakkuia. The author’s extra-ordinary 
confidence about his own ability is reflected in the last verse. 
It should be carefully noted that this valuable copy gives the 
author’s patron the important epithet ‘Kar^ta-Cakravarti 
found in the Tanjore copy and it is a clue to the identity of the 
unknown monarch, who evidently belonged to the famous 
‘i^rpata’ family of Nanyadeva and not to the KarnSta country. 
It is our conjecture that after the overthrow of the last 
‘Oinwara' monarch Laksmlnatha Kansanlrayana about 1526 
A. t>. and before MaheSa Thakkura acquired the kingdom of 
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Mithila in 1556 a. d. there was confuaon in Mithila for about 
30 years when many distinguished scholars left Mithila to seek 
foreign patronage. For sometime at least a scion of the long 
lost family might have taken the reins of Government 

in MithilS and under this monarch named Ramaraja Madhu- 
sudana wrote his monumental work somewhere within 1525- 
40 a. n. If it were written in a foreign' land Madhusudana 
would not have failed to refer to bis Maithila origin in the 

colophon. 

The last part ( ^abda) is preserved at Darbhanp Raj 
Library in three different fragments constituting the whole. 
The first portion ( Ms. No. P. 110. foil. 148, up to VidhlvSda ) 
begins as usual with the verse —&c. The next 

portion ( No. P. 981, foil 81 ) is on Apurvavada and the last 
portion ( No. 97. foil. 72 ) goes to the very end, closing with 
the verse with the usual colophon, without 

however, the mention of the patron's name as found at the end 
of the first two parts, Perhaps the reign oflUmaitja had 
ended by that time, though the non-mention of the patron’s 
name should be confirmed from other copies. The Varanasi 
copy ( S. B. Studies, HI. pp. 155-6 ) also seems to omit the 
patron’s name. 

Madhusudana composed a commentary named 
dhdra* on the Smrri work Sdm<3yflprfldip<i of «idatta ( Ms, No, 
P. 326, foil, 43, dated 1652 ^aka ) and another on Vacaspati's 
DvaitiinirT^ya ( vide L. 1853. foil. 121, named 'Jirnoddhdra' ). 
We examined the A. S. copy ( No. G. 1589, foil. 107, called 
-Prakska ) of the latter. It was written after iohdakary^kod^ 
dhsra ( mentioned in fol. 31a) and after the Sam^apradtpa^ 
jiTnoddhSra ( fol. 86a )■ He refers once to his own SSradsfikd 
( fol, 15a ). Partly due to maturity of age and partly also to 
the nature of the subject Madhusudana's style is distinctly 
more sober here. He does not, moreover, refer to his royal 
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patron, wliose connection with the great scholar must have been 
short-lived. We quote an interesting passage where the view¬ 
points of the Nyaya and the Smrti are contrasted : 

^ ( fol. 38a ). 

age and family : Madhusudana belonged to 
one of the premier Srotriya families of Mithila named 'Ghusota’ 
of the Vatsa-gotrai He was the seventh son of his parents and 
his father was Govinda Thakkura, the celebrated author of the 
K^vyapradipa and Pi^'Spradipa. Madhusudana has quoted 
many passages of his father in the as well as 

the Jinysddkara ( fob 106a ), proving that his father was also 
a scholar of the Nyaya and the Smrti, in both of which he must 
have given lessons to his pupils, though it is doubtful if he had 
actually written any works on the two subjects. Madhusudana's 
date is quite beyond any dispute now. It can be fixed 
from the following evidences. In the first place his elder 
brother Devanatha, the fifth son of Govinda, wrote one 
work in 400 L. S. and his last work in i486 ^a ( 1564 a. c. ) 
at a very old age. Taking Madhusudana to be about 6 years 
younger to Devai^tha his date of birth woiild be about 1500 
A.D. So that he was an exact peer in age of Mahe^a Thakkura. 
As a matter of fact the Dnrpnrw and the Kantakoddk3ra do 
not refer to each other, as far as can be ascertained. In the 
first flush of youthful zeal Madhusudana roust have wielded 
his powerful pen somewhere between 1525-35 a.d. to combat 
the opponents of the Aloka both of Mithi^ and Bengal. In 
a book-list dated 430 L. S, (i.e. within 1540-50 a.d. ) the 
mention of the Pratyakfa~Kai?takaddhSra ( see p. 129 above ) 
proves that the book already circulated in Bengal in 1540 i.n. 
This is confirmed by the following fact. Madhusudana's 
mother was a daughter of Mahopidhyaya Vacaspati of the 
Iwfendara family, a first cousin of the femous Yajnapati 
Upldhyilya. In other words she was a sister of Narahari. A 
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copy of the PujdpraSpc was transcribed in 432 L. S. at th« 
request of Madhusudana ( preserved at Darbhanga ). 

Madhus^ldam's eminence: Madhusudana, more than any 
other scholar of his age in Mithi^, was recognized as an 
authority in other lands. Besides the famous Annam Bha^a 
of South India he has been quoted by name in the VyZkararyi^ 
SfddhantcwudhSmdhiof Vl^esvara ( Varanasi cd., pp. 58 & 69 )• 
and in the NyayasiddhSntamals of Jayarlma ( S. B., Text, 
p. 161 ). Moreover, it is our conjecture that one of the great¬ 
est s^olars of Bengal Gunananda Vidyavigisa was a student 
of this Madhusudana. For, in one of his works the Sabd3hk<i^ 
viveka he referred to his professor thus ( Ms. No. 366 of the 
Sarasvati-Bhavana) : 

IMI I I 

II 

This echoes Madhusudana’s opening verse in all the parts of 
his work. Gunlnanda was a contemporary of Bhav^nanda and 
flourished in the last half of the 16th century a. d. His pupi¬ 
lage under a Maithila scholar, if true, is a fact of supreme 
importance in Bengal's relation with Mithila, which continued 
to attract superior scholars from Bengal even after the great 
mastery of Sitomam. 

M.M. Madhava MiinAi One of the last great 
Navyanyaya scholars of Mithila, who had written regular and 
expansive commentaries on the Aloha* He was the last of the 
four great M's of Mithila, whose names are respectfully men¬ 
tioned by the great Annam Bha^ of South India at the begin** 
ning of the latter’s AlokatikS named SiddhSjljcna (Madras 
copy R. 1536, verse 5 ) ; 

sqfro 
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Annam Bhatta, who consulted all the four great authorities 
upon the Aiofe<i, evidently mentioned their names in the chro¬ 
nological order. Madhava, therefore, came last of all and this 
is confirmed by internal evidence. 


As far as we are aware there is only one copy of the first 
part of Madhava^s commentary now preserved in the Darbhanga 
Raj Library. This unique Ms. in palm-leaves ( Ms. No. 130, 
foil 204 ) is unfortunately incomplete towards the end. It 
goes up to the end of the section on Anyathikhyati and stops 
in the next sentence upon the original text of Gangela { B. I. 
ed., p. 538). Madhava calls himself a *satkavi' and this is 
amply borne out by the elegant verses at the beginning of this 
part, which are fully reproduced below. 






*TIT HI f^4l- 



^nFTT Hi 4^ d (iilj j 

^rf.* ii^ 
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W^fw ^ f 

?i ft ^ 1^ 41*1.11 Jc 

^qdg^t:f epTlfq %qt 5R: 

sr^nfTf^—fsnsqrorwq- 

I The small portion we had 
examined of this book proves that a vast literature had grown 
up round the Alofed of Jayadeva and Madhava has cited 
passages from many authors, whose works are now lost. 
There are several passages from a 'Gauda* (fol. 48,158 etc< )* 
of which the first passage is from SiromanL The Dcjd^oddfwra 
( of Narahari) is cited in the section on Pram^nya { fol. 49 ); 
we have actually traced it in the PTaty<tl 2 ?cdiL 5 (inoddhara 
( London L O. copy, fol. 20b ). Several passages are cited 
from 'Gurukara:na* (i.e his father and teacher Khantara Miira : 
fol. 49, 194 etc.). But by frr the largest number of quotations 
are from Upadhylya ( i e. Yajnapati) almost on every page 
from folio I. We shall specially refer to a passage, which 
probably refers to the Darpaip of MaheSa, who is curiously 
called by the contemptuous epithet 'unreasonable’: 

1 JRT I (fob 4). 

This substantially agrees with Maher’s views ( Alokadarpana, 
a B, Text, pp. 17-18 ). 

There is a complete copy of the AnumJna part of 
Midhava’s work, cited by himself under the name of Anum Jna- 
hkapraksia in the former part ( fol. 3-4 ), in the Sarasvati 
Mahal Library of Tanjore ( Des> Cat pp. 4523-24 )• There 
is no opening verse It ends ( fol. 293 ) • 
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♦cRwiHpj i 

1^ fT ^ H 

ffg ^m5l’nwiir-«ff4ii R^ar: i 

The manuscript is dated 1632 V. S. 'Asadha-Sudi 6 Some’— 
this corresponds regularly to June I?, 1575 a.d. Monday* It 
was transcribed at the instance of Visvanatha Tirtha ( probably 
of Varanasi, author of a commentary named Konuils on 
Saidhara’s NySyasiddkd.nlcdi:pa). The colophon proves that 
Madhava did not comment on the last part of the Aloka, The 
most important fact stated in the ending verse is that Madhava 
became famous by vanquishing the proud scholars of the 
court of Gajapati Mukunda, evidently the last great independ¬ 
ent monarch of Orissa. Mukunda reigned from about 1552 A.n. 
to 1568 A.o. when he was defeated by the Sultan of Bengal. 
Mukundadeva’s name is mentioaed in the Saccdnt^mim^fLsJ 
of Vidyanivisa composed in 1480 ^aka ( 1558 a.d. ) ( Vide 
Vafige NavyanySyacdrcS, p. 6*9 & 75 ). Madhava, therefore, 
must have composed this work about 1555 a.d., probably before 
Maheia Thakkura ( wKcan he bad characterised as 'unreason¬ 
able* ) acquired the kingdom of Mithi^. The date of the 
transCTicript ( 15? 5 a.d.) also points to the same conclusion. 
The author’s triumph as a debater and a scholiast is further 
conlinned by Annam Bliatta, who mentioned his name* in his 
own comentary. 

MSdhava^s family: Madhava Mifra’s name has been 
traced in the Pd?Ijis of Mithi^. He beloi^s to the frmous 
Sodaiapura femily, whose celebrity is considerably enhanced 
by the discovery cf his came atnd that of his father there. His 
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name is found in the ‘Kataka’ branch of the femily and his des¬ 
cent is as folbws. Ratnesvara^s second son was M. M. Sure- 
svara, the common ancestor of many distinguished scholars. 
The branch of Sureivaia^s family runs : M. M, Suresvara— 
M. M. Vi4vai»tha — Ratinatha—Dllu—Aphcla—DivSkara— 
Trabhakarlparanamaka—M. M. KlJntera'—M, M. hfidhava 
—Mahopadhyaya Bhagiratha. This MSdhava is, therefore, one 
generation later than his namesake (the son of Jayadeva ) and 
the author of the Aloka, on which he commented, was his 
grand-uncle. It was for this reason probably that Madhava 
expressed his contempt •for Mahela Jhakkura, who belonged 
to a different family^ This h^bava like many distinguished 
scholars of Mithila was equally famous in Smrti, in which he 
wrote a book named Divyadxpika, A copy of it is preserved 
in the Darbhanga Raj Library (vide MithiS Mss., VoL I, 
pp. 225-26 ). One of the charming opening verses is cited 
below • 

f^5Tf II 

KbIava Misba TabkaoXbta: author of a 
commentary on the original Nydy^isOtrus named Gautarmyar 
satraprakSid. There is a copy in palm leaves ( Ms. No. 52, 
folL 92 ) preserved in Raj Library, Darbhanga. It is un- 
fortunatdy wanting in the beginning and the end* In the 
Asiatic Society there is a copy of scatbred leaves ( Ms. No. 
3105, 24 leaves in total), coataning, however, the first leaf, 
full of lacunas, and the last. 

It begins: [ I 

^ ] II 

jp’m i] 
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The valuable end and colophon run : (fol. 15b ) 

«RRTtf^5 I 

hiX^^mIw ^ il 

^wifir ^rsRT^sfl^ ^ 5 5«T»n^ i 

ft 8i>ftwT%ll 

Maf ffl « n ^ : wm'' iiv^R^ii 

The total number of Sutras is thus recorded at the end : 
L 40+20=60/11. 68 +68 si36/m. 69 +73=142/1V. 68+49* 
117/V. 43+24=67. After this there arc three figures 60/5/22. 
The number of Sutras totalling 522 is lesser than the earlier 
standard versions. This copy on paper belonging to one Gopi 
Bhaf^a is very old, but the Darbhanga copy is older still. The 
title ‘Tarkicirya’ is not found in the Darbhanga copy, where 
at the end of the first chapter the following important colophon 
occurs: 





i{%}M I m ^H f^* isnnfr* 

«tr: I fr e I 

It is also recorded at the end of II. i that the author taught 
both N^ya and VedSnta at KsS : 




It was apparently due to his residence at Varanasi that his fame 
as a tea^ier of more than one thousand pupils reached the 
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shore of the ocean. The following two notes found in the fifth 
chapter of the book prove that he had previously written a 
treatise named Tar{wt Jtjdava i wnRrw ^ 

< fol. 23a), w ^ a«n snftnf ^crm^ (foU 34b). 

Fortunately the author has clearly mendoaed the name of 
the family to which he belonged as well as the particular branch 
of it, in another treatise named SankhySparimSi^m { Ms. No. 
43-2 of the Darbhanga Raj Library, foil. 31 ). Verses 4-5 at 
at the begining of this work run 

I 

It ends: ?n5RRin^ swr I 

q n q4^^ (?T)l ttit i=r if 

la the Pafljh the name of the author has been traced exactly 
in the Kataka branch of the famous Sodarapura family. The 
genealogy is as follows : M. M. Visvanatha—Ratinatha—Mi4ra 
Dalu—Mi^ra GadSdhara—Mahopadhylya Vi^o ( 3rd. son )— 
MahopIdhySya Kesava. He had four sons and his wife’s name 
was Sobh§. He was thus a second cousin of Khantara Mi^ 
{ q.v.) and two generations later than Ankara Miira. He 
must have written hia works about 1525 a.d. and was the 
leading scholar evidently at the court of Maharaja Laksminltha 
Kansanirayana of MithilS, the last monarch of the Oinwara 
dynasty. His name, therefore, is one more addition to .the 
list of the galdxy of scholars belcnging to the Sodafs^ura 
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family that shed lustre on the cultural history of Mithila for 
several centuries. 

DaVAKXTnaTEAKlCtKA, TABKiFit5cANANA: 

a renowned author of Mithill, better known as riie 'Sapta-kau- 
mudiklra’. The names of these 'seven' Kaumuiir are :— 

1. Adhikarar}akcumudl on Mimahsa as applied to the Dharma- 
^Sstra ( Varanasi ed., 1926, pp. 62). 

2. KslakaumiuR on Smyti ( vide Mithila Mss., Vol. I, p. 54, 
foU. 70 ). 

3. Ksvyakaumudl on Rhetorics, ( Peterson's 3rd Rep. ) 

4- Tantrdkaumudi written in 1486 Saka ( 1564-5 a. n. )^. 

5. Mantrakaumudi written in 400 L. 5. 

6. SiddhSntckaumudi ( cited in No. 1, p. 6 ) 

7. Sm^rifeaumudi (published in Mithite Granthanwla up to 
p. 144 )• None of these works, however, belong to Navyanylya 
in which he is known to have composed a work named Aloha- 
pariiiffd. A copy of this rare book was discovered at Dinajpur 
in Bengal ( H. P. Sastri: Notices, III, pp. 74-5, foil. 143 ) ; it 
was transcribed at the request of the author himself 

in443L.S.(#5ar%i^i^^). 
There is a copy preserved at Poona ( B. O- R. I., No. 310 
of 1880-81 foil 1-42, 48-105 ). It begins 

it? 

1. The date '§aka 1466' at the end of a copy in Assameae bstk (m 
possesrioQ of the present writer) is certainly that of composition as t})e 
copy itself is not so old. The date of the Mcntrokautnu^ is thus lect)rde(f 
ia copies of 436 and 442 L, S. ( examined by Prof. R. Jha ) 

'%5r?3r I The reading ( Mithite lisa., U. Introd., 

p. 4) seems to be wrong. 
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m\<i\k 4flfiia \R 
I m snfe^mrar^^: i to s^nfii* 

ITHW TO I 

It should be noticed that unlike the present copy where 
the author proves himself an worshipper of RIma and Sitl the* 
Dinsupur copy makes him a devotee of Siva, though the 2nd 
introductory verse is the same in both. The first passage is 
from the Alokd, It ends with a long note on a passage of the 
UpamSna part, which no other scholar of Mithila ( except the 
veraatile Gokulanatha ) ever touched. 

ffif wiyHi•JI m^ m s (5.*^^: li Devanatha- 

has recorded many important facts about himself and his ^ther. 
He was the fiRh son of Ha father (Rrl^dl 
^ntTdfeuumud!, v. 7, TantTofetfurnudi v, 4 ). When the Mantrjr 
kaumu£ was written in 4001« S, ( not later than 1519 a. d. )• 
hia father was alive ( ^ TOI% v, 3 ). He 

must then have been quite young, for he states at the end of 
the book :— 

g^Rra*iii 

He has given bis genealogy from Ravikara (v. 3) and descri¬ 
bed bis father as well-versed in Mimlnsa, Vedanta and Nyaya 
(v.4). 
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At the end also his father is extolled as wedded to Lady Logic > 

There cannot be any doubt, therefore, that DevanStha ( and 
his yoxinger brother Madhusudana ) read Nyaya with his own 
father the ‘Gurucarana’ mentioned in the AlohapariUsta 
•evidently refers to his own father. In the Ad^ife^rji;kz^nmudt 
Devanatha mentioDS a separate teacher named Soma Bha^a, 
who seems to have been a non-Maithila scholar possibly of 
Varanasi. At the end of the Tarttrakaumudi he advertised his 
a]l>round scholarship, just like his brother Madhusudana, as 
follows *— 

f^rrq: 

Here we are confronted with the problem of his patronage by 
the king of Katnata, which Is identical with the kingdom cf 
Kuchvihara. Devanatha distinctly says in the colophon that 
the book was written at the request of Malladeva Naranariya^, 
who reigned ftoin 1555 to 1587 a. o#. The colophon nms :— 

(I ( foL 100 ). The date of composition ( 1564-5 a. n. ) 
falls in the first decade of the reign, proving that Devanatha 
•came to Kuchvihara soon af^ the coronation of Malladeva in 
1555 A» n. The TAntrakaumu£ also states that before he came 
to Kuch^dhara he had enjoyed the patronage of another monarch 
Oajapati Govindadeva 
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in«*»<ni WHSR^ II 

(Introd. V, 5 ) 

The identity of this monarch is yet to be establiBhed* There 
cannot be any doubt that Devanatha left Mithila after the over¬ 
throw of the Oinwara dynasty about 1526 a. n. arjd adorrted 
more than one royal courts outside Mithila. The Jlfhntrflfeuu- 
mu£ was certainly written when he was still in Mithila. It is 
our surmise that his Nyaya work was composed about 1525 A,n. 
when he was sdll in Mithila. About a decade older than his 
brother Madhusudana, the seventh son of his fother, Deva- 
nStba was bom about 1490 i. n.and wrote the Tani7o)w.\mTX& 
when he was full 75 years old. We refrain from citing the 
magnificent panegyrics of Malladeva found in abundance in the 
latter book> where the author’s poetic talents are displayed in. 
full. 


CHAPTER VI 


MODERN SCHOLARS 

M. M. GoKrLANATUA. Ui'Ahhyata: The 
greatest academic figure of Mithila during the last 400 years. 
There is hardly any branch of Sanskrit literature, which he has 
not adorned by his masterly pen. He wrote learned works, 
big and small, on NySya, Vaisesika, Vedanta, Philosophy of 
Grammar, Rhetorics^ Poetry and Drama, Astronomy and Astr^> 
logy, Civil Laws as well as Rituals. Unfortunately no attempt 
has yet been made to give a complete picture of his literary 
achievements and properly assess the value of his works, which 
are likely to reach three figures in total number. And the 
wonder is that his towering figure emerged late in the Mughal 
period,when there was all-round decay and disaster everywhere 
in India. 

GokularJitha was born, as far as we can ascertain, in the 
decade 1640*50 a. d. The Mulagtima of the fsmily is 
Phanandaha (whence Phannahavara) belonging to the Saniya 
gotra ( h^fedhyandina ^akha of the Sukla Yajurveda ). This 
family was originally an inferior one and was raised in status 
only recently. He read with his own father M. M. Pitambara 
Vidj^nidhi and became what was commonly known in MithilS 
a '^rayantri' after passing the public test of highest scholarship* 
In a declaration, recently discovered, by his grandson M. M. 
Datta a complete succession list of professors through whom 
Lady Logic was handed down lineally 

through 13 generations, covering about 300 years, has been 
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carefully recorded^. Gokulan5tha is number IX in this list» 
immediately following hi a father PitSmbara (No. VIII )• 
Pitambara was a pupil of M. M. Vamadeva Upldhylya 
(No. VII), whom GokulanStha has actually cited as hU 
■‘Paianiaguru’i So the list can be taken as authentic. 
Gokulanatha was a versatile genius from his boyhood as staled 
by himself. One of hU best and most learned works is a 
commentary on VSeaspati’s Dwitanin^ya which was named 
KadamvanprdSpa in commemoration of his deceased 
daughter*. At the end of this work he wrote 

gwnRr: ^ m ii 

So, accordir^g to his own admission his studies covered all the 

1 Proc. of the Orientd^ Coof., Benares, 1946, pp. 309-25—an illu- 
mmating paper by Prof. R. Jh« on 'The Declaration of a ^rayaotri'. Vide 
pp. 318-23 for ao account of Gokulanttha and his family with a geneo 
logical table. Jagaddhara (fol. 56b of rathindtpinl on Visavadatti A. S. Ms. 
No. 9276 ) explains i 5rTTO5 '8^' ^ ' * 5R<f(y d 

" I A Ma. of Gangeia’s work dated 4(0)1 L. S.. now preserved 
in the Raj Library, Darbhanga, was presented to a scholar ‘upon a 
5atayantra’ IRT¥ ( fcl. I26b ). So the word did not mean 

strings. 

2. Ms, No, I. D. 5 C pp- lC-75) of the Asiatic Society. On p. 20 
at the and of the section on NSenadvaita GokulanStha records the pathetic 
prayer : 

There is another large work, divided into 16 ullSsas, named Kw\4a~ 
Kddamban, preserved in the R^ Library ( complete in 95 foil, ), where 
there is a still more pathetic reference to his beloved daughter. 

shin% w 9^ ^ I 

tn^iT 


4 * 
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branches of Sansikrit literature- His assiduity in studies waa 
helped according to tradition, by a Divine Grace. At the 
beginning of the above ^rayantra declaration it is written that 
the first professor received the Vidyl 'through the grace of 
Dakfinamurti’ (sWT^m). Though the family of 
GokulanStha is well-known in Mithila as devoted to the 
TSntrika cult, it is said, it was initiated through divine inspi¬ 
ration to the mystic formula of the supreme God of Knowledge 
also for sometime and the none too high Phanandaha family 
shot up in the learned world beyond all c:?pectation. It is alsa 
said that the family dwindled into insignificance again when 
the formula was passed on against the divine bidding to a scion 
of a different family. Mangroni near Madhubani the native 
village of Gokulanatha became as famous as Navadvipa or 
Varanasi since the times of Gokulanatha, but though its fame 
has not yet vanished the God of Knowledge had forsaken the 
family of Gokulanatha long ago. 

It is said that Gokulaxwtha left Mithila in.his early life 
and was a courtier of a Mahomedan(?) ruler Fateh Sah of 
Garhwal at the foot of the Himalayas ( Sinha’s Hist, of Tirhut, 
p. 133 ). He must have gone there in the last quarter of the 
century as Fateh Sah died in 1699 a.d, According to tradition 
be wrote seven works while at Garhwal, of which one EkSvah 
on Prosody is preserved in the Darbhanga Raj Xibrary, It was 
written under ‘FattepatisShabhupah’. Gokulanitha next 
adorned the court of Malmija Madhava Simha of Mithila 
( 1700-1739 A.D. ) and, according to tradition, died at Varanasi 
when he was about 90 years old (Introd. to Gokulai^tha s 
drama Amxtodaya, Muzaffarpur, 1925 ). The date of his death 
would fall in our surmise in the decade 1730-40 a-d. A definite 
date Is recorded by' Gokulanitha in his learned work on 
Astronomy named MSsamlmStsS. The whole passage is cited 
below. 
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^tWi^sfinrra: 

rM»JtCT^ra i %S H 

< fol, 8a of Ms. No. 592 of iht Mithila Institute ). Gokula- 


natba’s statement is correct as there was actually a Malamisa in 
Vailakha in the year 1631 Saka corresponding to 1709 a. o. 
ialling in the reign of Midhava Simha. 


Among the 13 professors mentioned in the above men¬ 
tioned declaration only Gokulanatba is specially panegyrized 
in the following words ; ^ W4W. 

WIWT*!. (lines 8.10) Gokulanatha rose to be the 


Supreme Head of the University of Mithila, so to speak, 
making decisions on all conceivable subjects. The greatest 
literary achievement of Gokulanatha was his attempt to dis¬ 
credit Siromam, the great refuter by arguments of all previous 
decisions, and he wrote many works like the SiddhSnUitattm 
40 that end. This statement of his grandson is important for 
the history of Navyanylya in Mithila and as we shall presently 
see, is substantially correct. 


Ntatx woeks op GokuIjANAtha : Among all the branches 
of Sanskrit literature mastered by Gokulanatha the hardest nut 
cracked by him was of course Navyanyayaj which had already 
reached the final stage of development in the hands of Gada- 
dhara of Bengal ( 1604*1709 a. r. ) about a generation before 
•Gokulanatha. In the final colophon to his work on Smyti 
named Kund^kSdamvan ( Ms. at Raj Library, Darbhanga ) 
Gokulanatha’s title is recorded as 'Mahamahopadhyaya ^ttarka* 
pancanana’ (i. e. a lion in all the six divisions of dialectics ), a 
true description of bis invincible career as a dialectition. 
Among hia works on NavyanySja the following have been so 
far discoveredi 
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< 1) Cdfer^iriiitni—commentary on the TattvaciniSmani. 

( 2 ) Difefeffiamnipana—Ms. Raj Library, Darbhanga. 

{ 3 ) OxdhitividyoUi —com. on Raghunitha's TattvadntS^ 
mariididhiti. 

( 4 ) KusumaTijalitippand^ 

( 5 ) KhanddT\akuthSra —Ms. Raj Library, Darbhanga. 

( 6) LsghavagauravaTahasya, 

( 7 ) MithyStvcnimkti. 

( 8 ) NySyasiddhantatattva, 

( 9 ) P/idavSkyarain3kard, 

(10) ^aktivsda0 

GiBiDHABOPAOHrXTi: The chance discovery of a 
‘single manuscript and the enterprise of an eminent logician of 
Mithill, Jivanatha Mi4ra Tarkatirtha Nyayaratna' are responsi¬ 
ble for the publication of the Vibhaktyarthaniri}aya(Chov/^. ed., 
1902, pp. 477), one of the best hooka on the subject ever 
'written in India. A cousin and pupil of the great Gokulanatha 
of Mahgroni, the author treated the subject in such a masterly 
way both from the grammarian’s and logician’s point of view 
that even Gokulanitha must have yielded his palm to him in 
many places. When Giridhara wrote, say, about 1720 a. d. the 
most glorious period of Navadvipa has definitely ended with 
the death of Gadadhara in 1709 a. d. and the signs of a distinct 
revival of the ancient glory of Mithite were discernible at 
Mafigro:^ Pamnian studies, which never influenced the works 
of Jagadisa and Gadadhara of Bengal, shed lustre on Gitidhara's 

1. Jivanlths was the second 'Tarkatirtha' of Mithila and passed ia 
1693 as a pupil of Yaduoatha Sirvabbauma of Navadvipa. He lived at 
5ugaun5aad belonged to the Sodarapura family. The first'Tarkadrtha' 
of MithUS waa §ScitagopSla Jba, who passed in 1692 as pupil of Kailifa 
:^iroma^i of Varanasi, Uine^a Mi^ (pupil of ^ivacandra Slrvabhauma 
of Mulajore College ) and Vecana Jhl ( pupil of YaduaStha Slrvabhauma 
of Navadvipa ) passed in 1895. In the very first year of escaroinadon in 
1679 passed two scholars evidently of Mithill, who ^ould be identified : 
IQiadganStha Jhi and Apuccha Jbl 'TarkopSdhyaya*. 
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work, which succeeded in keeping the enormous subtleties of 
Gadadhara within reasonable hounds without discarding them. 
Unlike his professor Gokulanitha) who had displayed some 
ariimus against the Bengal authorities, Giridhara cited ^iromani 
with due regard. 

Giridhara began his work with an obeisance to the god 
iiva and to his own parents. It is interesting to note that he gives- 
the epithet hi m 5 to his father Mahopadhylya 

who was also, therefore, a distinguished logician. WgUa 
was the younger brother of Gokulanatha’s father, being the 
fourth son of his parents ( vide the family table published in 
the Proc. Or. Conference, Benares session, p, 318 ). He fre¬ 
quently refers to his teacher Gokulanltha and his famous work 
PadavSkyarotnakara and mostly approves his views with addi¬ 
tional arguments ( .snfJ f 

“ II pp. 37-40. See also pp. 45, 58,126-30. 142, 166, 
184, 207, 225, 284-5, 312. 323-25, 342, &c. up to p. 443 ). To 

give an idea of the courses of studies then current in the great¬ 
est centre of Sanskrit culture in Mithill an alphabetical list of 
the authorities cited by Giridhara is given below. 

AmmSruidldhiti ( p, 369 ), AkhyStavSda ( pp. 24, 85 & 
114) of Siromam. Atmatattvavivekadldhiti (194)» KdiikS 
(51, 53-4 ). p. 32 ), Kaiyyata 

{ 375 ), Kaunda Bhatta (p. 200 ), GaudSh ( 339, 346-47 being, 
a refutation of Jagadlsa*8 &MaSaktiprak3iik3 IT. 129 & 359 ),. 
Darpaiie ThakkurSh : this important passage runs as follows > 



( Praiyak^ part, B. I. ed, 
833 ) ^ 3^? t ^ 

^ i Didhitikre 

( p. 80 ), PrdkS^a ( STOt p. 366 the reference 

is to the DravyakiranavaUprakah of Vardhamana ), Prabyak^S^ 
loka ( fir^: p. 251 ), Bhattapada ( p. 106 ). BhS^ya- 

VSTtika-Tstparya (p. 117), Mapdana Milra (p. 121-22)^ 
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MSgha { p. 74 ), Mxsra i. e. Jayadeva ( pp. 37, 202 & 251), 

p. 202 ), ^Siikartjbhs^a ( p. 137 ), 
^ivSditya (p. 251), Soddandopadhyaya (? read Sondada p. 161), 
Hari i. e. BhartrKari, author of the Vshyapadlya ( pp. 128-9 & 
449), The KlrM 5 ?^: has been ascribed to 

Bhaitfhari evidently on the authority of JagadHa’s &abda^akt> 
prakaiikS ; the mention of Bhabhata, who was most probably 
posterior to Bhartfhaii, proves the ascription to be extremely 
•doubtful, if not positively wrong. The Karika has not been 
quoted by any writer before Jagadlia and seems on the face of 
it of non-Paninian origin, 

Giridhara proves himself very well-read in the Mithila 
and Bengal authors of the Navyanylya as well as the recent 
Pamnian works written at Varanasi. The mention of Mahesa 
Thakkura’s Darpai^a proves that it was studied at Mahgroni, 
obviously from patriotic considerations. No other commentary 
•on the Aloha is mentioned In the list. 

M. M. RUpanatha Thaekuba ( Tabkabatna ) 1 a protege 
and dose relative of MahSrSja Madhava Simha (1775-1807 a.d.) 
•of Mithila, at whose request he wrote a sub-commentary on 
the A/ofeodarpona of Mahda, We reproduce below verses 3*6 
from its beginning :— 

f 

^ 

«WT TO \\\ 

^ 

Iejpin* 

^ *wh41sw gfr: IIV 
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: 5R^ Sift't I 

^n?: ^ 5 t1h iu 

9n^ ^n rf t < ‘ g g^ g##» 

1 4 ) ^ H fd ^ 1if^rasiTs<< I a'ifft: I 



The colophon rune : ^ *c<mi *i 

jftlT55;^HRT«lft^N5rT ^TTOl I It is 

thus a gloss on the first part ( up to the Vyaptivada ) on the 
Anum3n3lokadarpana, RupanStha also composed advanced 
notes called VivecdnS on the knotty parts of Navyanyaya, 
according to the then current standard of scholarship obtaining 
in Mitbila and Bengal. His notes on the SJmffnyiinirufeti of 
Gadidhara were discoveredi Rupanitha also wrote at the 
request of lus patron a ChandogShnika on the religious duties 
of the SSmavedins ; it is still current in Mi thill, 

Rupanitha was a direct descendant of M* M, Damodar 
Thakkura, the immediate elder brother of Mahela Thakkura. 
He belonged to the village Sarvasima, where his descendants 
still survive. He was 7th in descent from Damodar and was 
bom evidently about 1750 a.D. For, in the sntereBtmg Judge* 
ment ( VyavasthSpatra ) in Sanskrit dated in 1716 ^aka{1794 
i.r.) Rupanatha^s name along with that of his eldest son 
Madhusudana is mentioned j Rupanatha’s father was the 
defendant in the suit, RCpanatha died shortly before 1750 
^aka (1828 A,D,), in which year his son Mahopadhylya 
Acyuta Thakura established a temple of ^iva named 
'Acyutelvara'^. 

1. AJl the above details about Rupanitha are taken from an excellent 
moriograph in Kfaltbillnamed'Candrdfttbulaprd^jii' written by Pandit 
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It should be noticed that Rupanitha prosecuted his 
studies on Navyanylya neither at Navadvipa nor at Varanasi^ 
but in Mithila under Malwmahopadhyaya Subodba, who must 
have been a superior scholar in the second half of the l8th 
century, though his name is now completely forgotten. Among 
the own sons of Rupanatha two became scholars of repute viz. 
Acyuta and ’M, M. Mukunda ThSkura and both of them 
specialised in Navyanyaya, but they are not known to have 
composed any work on the subject. 

Vis^anAtha JhA: a celebrated NaiySyika of 
ofDarbhanga, He belonged to a famous Srotriya family of 
Thadhl. He originally read with Paramelvara Jha and ^ddhi- 
natha Jha the talented scholars of Cakauti village and finished 
his studies at Navadvipa with Goloka Nyiyaratna. the famous 
Patrikakara, and after his death with Prasanna Tarkratna. 
He was exclussively a scholar of the latest phase of Navya*- 
nySya. When Mahcia Nyayaratna visited his seminary at 
Darbhanga in 1891 he had eight students, the largest number 
of Nylya students in the whole of Mithila. He wrote a 
learned Patrika named Siddhsnujsara on VyadhikaraM. one of 
the knottiest sections of Gangers. He also composed an 
extensive commentary named PrakS^d on Udayana’s LaksanS^ 
vdR, which was fortunately published from Varanasi ( 18Z2 
^a, pp. 195). At the end of the book he has given the 
following account about himself:—- 

Jiv&naada' Thikiira, greaC-greAt-gracdsoii of Rupanitha (19^ V. S., pp. 82) 
and As#t. Librarian, Raj Library, Darbhanga. Vide pp- 24-3Z for 
Rupanatha's account, pp. 35-36 for ‘Acyutefraja’ and the reading ©fits 
inscription and pp. 77-80 for the Judgement reproduced from the J. B, O. 
R. S., 1920. It ifl a full and authentic account of l^acnodara and his 
descendants. •. . .,• . . 
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TORT*rf^vn3yHi5n?ni1dr<T^^ N 



^ SlWiiR.1^qI <)hI iJlmw hI k-yHj i\ 

IJ ( p. 193 ). The editor noted that it was 
composed in Caitra 1805 $aka ( 1884 a. d. ; ^KRi^^^ i Mf-MPi(flf^ 
^ p. 195 ). There are quotations from the MuktSvall (p 19) 
Jagadisa (p. 24 )> Sankara Misra whose views on Tejastva are 
refuted ( p- 47 ) and the Vsdivinoda of Sankara ( pi 55 ), which 
was not yet printed. Visvacitha has divided the original 
book into four parts (Pratyaksa etc.) after Gangers ( pp. 113, 
163 I Upamana finished in only a few lines ). This is quite 
novel, though quite in keeping with the commentator's pro 
fession. For, all up-to-date scholars of Navyanyaya bring 
down every topic under the four grand divisions of Gangeia’s 
work. 


Kavikatna: There is a copy in palm leaves of a 
commentary on the Prctyaksahhanijc of Ganged by one 
Kaviratna preserved in the Darbhanga Raj Library ( Ms. No, 
P. 10, foil. 88 incomplete towards the end ). It begins : 

51?^ r 

m ^ II 

It seems to be an attempt to point out all erroneous expla¬ 
nations upon Gangesa, The only Kaviiatna known in Mithila 
is a grand pupil of Gokulanatha. fie is thus eulogised by the 
famous Maithila poet Candl Jha: 
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^ "iVs f^ 5,1 P»i I ih, 

mwg.^3 : il 

( K^st-iwiistuti cited in Sinha’s ff«t, of Ttrhut, p. 144 ) 
Narendra Sinha of Mithila ( reigned 1743-70 a. n.) was tJie 
son of GokulanStha^s patron Raghava Sinha. Kaviratna 
flourished, therefore, in the third quarter of the century, when 
studies on the original text of GahgeSa were almost forgotten 

It should, however, be mentioned here that V^giia was 
the name of an uncle (younger brother of the father) of Gokula* 
natha and it is extremely unlikely that the unde took lessons 
from the nephew. If some other Vagi^, pupil of Gokulanatba, 
is mentioned in the above tradition it requires careful investi¬ 
gation. Otherwise the tradition cannot be accepted as beyond 
any dispute. 

Dhabmadatta Jua( alias Bac^oa JbA) was 
the most renowned scholar of in recent times, who 

earned for his versatility and profundity of learning the title 
'Master of ail sciences' ( Sarvatantra-svatantra ). He belonged 
to one of the premier Srotiiya fomilics of Mithila named 
Gahgauli of the ^ndilya gotra. His granfather hi M* 
Ratnapani Jh3 adorned the courts of Maharaja Chatra Sinha 
( 1807-39 ), his son Rudra Sinha ( 1839-50 ) and the latter’s 
son Mahe^vara Sinha (185C-50). Under their patronage 
he wrote a dozen works, mostly on Smyci. Dacca Jha was 
born in March ,1860 a. d. He studied, taught pupils and 
composed works all his life and died in harness in August 1918 
at the age of 59 only, when he was serving the Muza&rpur 
Sanskrit College as its Principal. He took lessons succesrively 
flom Jatadhara Jha ( of Pilokhwar ), Visvanatha Jl» (of Thai^i, 
his maternal uncle), Babujana Jha ( of PUokhwar), Bala 
SSstrl and Viluddl^nanda Sarasvari (both of Varanasi). When 
M. M. Mahe^ Nyayaratna, Principal of the Calcutta Sanskrit 
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College^ visited his seminary at Nowani in 1891, he had 19 
students with him reading six different subjects. As a con¬ 
summate scholar he wielded his powerful pen in many subjects, 
though most of his works remain unpublished. In Vedinta 
he wrote a gloss on the Advaitdnddhiccndnh^, while his 
sub-commcntary CCdhSrthatattvSloka on Jdadhusudana'e 
Gliatikd has been published. He wrote besides a CampQ 
named SulocanS-Msdhava* ■ He wrote many dissertations and 
glosses on the latest phase of Navy any 2ya, some of which 
have been published securing for him a permanent place 
among the authors of MithilS. The published books are : 

1. Vtvrti on Jagadi^’s VyaptipaJiccika ( Varanasi, 1923, 

PP 41 

2. -do- -do- Siddhdntchiksiina (-do- , 1925, 

193 ). 

The closing verses are reproduced as a specimen of his 

style : 

^ ( 





^ 11 ^ 

3. Vtt^i on Gadadhara’s' SSmdnyanirukti (Varanasi, 
1935, pp.). 

4. GudhdrthatattvSloka on Gadadhara’s VyutpattivddA 
{Bombay, 2912, Published iohis lifetime). This elaborate 
work made the author’s name celebrated throughout India. 
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The following is a list of his unpublished works. Advan¬ 
ced nojes on Jagadsia’s Avacchedakatvanirukti, VySptyanugarrui, 
Pak^atS, Avayava, S^ivyabhicSrai Satpra(Ipah;a and GadJ- 
dhara^s ^>aktiv&da4 He also commented on the Khirid^na and on 
Vardhamana’s KusumSHjaliprahs^a. His explanation of Ananda- 
pur^^s two knotty phrases on Ilvaranumana, which taxed the, 
brains of all the best scholars of his times, has been published 
•( Chowkh. ed. of Kka7}dana with 5 commentaries, pp. 5-7 ). 
He, moreover, proved his acumen by writing commentaries on 
the older classics the NySyabhasya and Vacaspati’s TStparyatlkS^ 
whose studies revived only late in his life. His masterly style 
is illustrated in the following closing verses of his gloss on the 
Avdcchedakatviini’njkti, which convey a double meaning : 

^ II 

<1W l ftl J 

^ srtTsTT^il 

Many of his pupils and grand-pupils are still carrying his 
banners in various parts of India^* 

1. Ws are iodebted to one ofhU worthy pupHs Pandit Sasinith JbS 
for some of the details given above. He has bimaelf emulated bia great 
teacher by vritiag a very advanced thesis oii ' TritalSvacchtdaka&vSda 
(Ik. three-storied edifice of the term AvacchedakstI). which, happily, has 
been published by the MithilS Inatitute. For list of BaccI Jhl's tvorka 
vide Introd. to hb gloss on SdmSnydnifuhti ( Kashi Sans. Series, 1935 ). 
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“rndfeamndj, 133 

PraksHka (of Bhagiratha) 172 
Prom5nd-md?ydr5 56 

*pdli<2X«l ^ 119 
‘’parSyai^a ( of Silika-. 

natha 125 
^prahaia 84 

'^samuccaya 31 

°uddyota 70 

^vartikalamkara 31;. 
Prameyanibandkaprakaia 110. 

118,145* 

Prosanndrdgbdt^a 124, 127' 

Prasanna Tarkaratna 201 
Pra^astaplda 5, 35. 58. 141 ^ 
Pra^astapaddbha^a 4,7f,34,55 

Pratyagrupa , 60 

Prd^fcfd (cintamani) 61, 63<< 
77, 94, 123, 19S 
°alokii' 119,125,122,. 

.133,. l59a 
"ShkasSraiJuiTljiin 154, 

. .164,198 

“alokodlpiks 165 





nvTQayc 


" dlohapras&Tanl 129, 

154 

"^cintSmaiiipraks^ 

154n 

“^darpar^ 172 

®da^iicdd/i3m 155,184 

°kantQ koddhSra 181 

^fTwniparifesa 78 

®mdnitifea 87 

^Miha 129 

150 

inf 

Pxaudha Gauda NaiySyika 19 
Prayaicittaprakarana 95 

Priticandra 23 

PyltilarmS 169 

Pythvidbarlcarya 76 

P^jSpradlpa^ 18If 

Pun^arllJiksa Vidyaelgara 70, 

73 

Punyailokamafljan 48 

Purina 191 

Purufaparife^J 42, 59 

Purusottama 58 

'’deva 118, 12 In 
Purvamimimsa 153 

Raghavan . 30n, 102 

Raghavendia Sarasvatl 91 
Yirtha 39, 159 
Raghudeva NylySIafiklra 127 
Raghunandana I 75 f 

Raghunaiha 15 If 

RaghunStha ^iromaw ( ^iro 
mani also j 172,17df 
®Vidyalank5ra 45,139 


Raghupati 169' 

Rsjakulaf^da 18 

R Jjcmtiruf n Skara 103 

lUjaiekhaia 8 , 8 n, 47, 55 
Rjjd^fltra 72 

RsjaUirafiginl 31 

Ramabhadra Sarvabhauma 69, 
72. 130, 133. 146 
Ramahkadn 130f, 133 

R amadSsa Uf«dtyaya 175 

R(aTn5nStha) Jhl 124n, 169n, 

194n 

RamanStha Tarkaratna 171 

Ramanuja school 38 

RSmarlja 178-80 

RSmesvara 24 

^Bhatta 173 

R<i53Tn<ii;<i 134 

RojosSra 34, 55, 60, 101 

Ratnakara 105 

Ratnakirti 11 , lln, 15-17, 

17d, 18,28, 33,36, 
41.53. 105 
Ratnafeirttniband/iStwIJ lln,18, 

18n. 23n 

Ratnciko^ 76-79, 87, 141, 

150f 

Ratnakosaklra 76,78f,87,150n 
Ratn/xko^vicdra .; 76 

Ratnapam Jha * 203 

Ravinatha 163, 169 

Ravi^vara 94 

Rlyamuku^a '* 92 

Rddhinitha Jha 201 

Renufeafejrifeff 118 


Report: Bhandarkara 47n 

: Peterson 8n, 89 

26 

35 

Rucitifea 23 


Rucidatta 65f. 77. 93, 97. 99, 
108. 120. 126f. 133, 
155.169 


Rudradhara Upadhyaya 156 
Rndra Nylyavicaspati 127 
Rudra TarkavSglla 7 

RupanStha Thakkura 199-201 
Sahara 146 

^flbdd(dnt5mcni) 80f. 94.106. 

I08f. 121, 129 
^aloha 199 

^alokaviveha 1S2 

"’slohoddyoUi 67, 126 

^GofnnStha 129 

^kalpadmma 24,122, 
160,180 
24 

^mdijTpdTiksil 66f, 95, 

115 

^mdnipTiikaia 66, 115 
^niriidya 150 

^Pragdlbhi 160 

68, 

198f 

^Tvania 129 

Sdcwrtfdfntffl<rms3 185 

^a4dar^anasamiicccya,vxtti 43 n, 

301 

Saka5rSdkikdrai}a 153 

SskSrtisdfigraha^S^Ta ' 1 4 



14 

&Skk3p/l7ijl 

97, 168 

SaktivSda 

197 

SalikanStha (See Pancikakira 

also ) 26f, 32-5, 67 

Silivahana 

59 

SornanydniTTifeti 

200. 205n 

Sanuiyapva£pa 

180 

°pra£p3jlrr)oddh3ra 180 

^raha^ 

131 

^nltani 

19f. 141. 146 

Ankara 

34. 120 

^ankarohhasya 

199 

Ankara Bhat^ 

173f 

®AcSrya 

27, 33, 151 

*Acarya 

(VedSntin) 35, 


141 

°Miira 

•2a, 3, lOf, 14. 

19.43.45,59,68,70,72, 

79, 85, : 

91,109, 113-5. 

125, 130-43.151f,157>. 
162f.l66.172. 202 
NaiySyika ) 16, 29; 


33f, 36, 


®Svamin 34 

^Shhart 3 

% on ) 51 

SafikLya 27,14^ 

SahkhydparimSn^tm 18& 
SJftkkydsJrd 77 

®sCtrd 141 

^Intagoplla Jha l97ii 

SdjjtdpddJrtki 61-3,90 
^pad^Tthacandrikit' 66 
Sarabha , 30 
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Sarayantra 194n, 195 

*yantri 193.194ii 

Sarvabhauma 41, ^7. 73, 80£, 
83,85.115.152,156, 
I61f. 168, 178f 

Sarvadarianaia-^dha 2 

Sarvadeva 56 

Sarvajna ^1 

®narlya^ 92 

SarvaiahdsbhSvacarcS 14 

Saaadharararya 87, S9f, 94, 97 

102 

^difldhar4ti>'Jfehya(Pak?adhara) 

119 

SailnStha JhS 205n 

^Istri H.P. 100,137,150, 157, 
166,176,189 
Satpratipafeifl 205 

Saugata 1"^^ 

6auttantika 146 

-SatJyothtcJrfl 205 

5§yana 153 

Schiefncr 

ieslnanta 9^ 

iesa^aiftgadhaya 2 

Siddhsfijana lllf, 162f 
Siddhsntalaksivyi 204 

(DevacStha) 

189 

'^rahasya 33 

^sSra 201 

Hatbvc 196 

‘^taUvaviveka 165 


Siddbaiija 69 

Singhana 64 

Sifi/wi-vydg^in 107 

SinhaS.N. In, 15B 

^iromani 80,87.105,116,125f, 
152,155f, 160,162. 
168.176,178£, 184, 
196,198 

Sivacandra Sarvabhauma 197 
Sivaditya Milra 3,40.56, 61-4, 
78,146,90,167,199 
^ivapati 159f, 163 

48 

Sivasinha 169, I69n 

&lokdvariiha 11 

Smiti-fe4umud5 189 

^mahCirnava 157 

11 ^ 

^sudhdhara 173 

SondadopSdhyaya 80-2,85, 

‘146, 199 

SphQrti 127 

irsddhakalpa 129, 143, 156 
'^paUava 166 

*pT4<iip4 112 

Srldatta 177, 180 

^rldbarlclrya 8, 8n, 9-13, 27f. 

31, 55, 66,167 
Snhari 157.183 

feiharsa 12, 38, 41-5 Ij 54, 60, 
64,84, 102, 139,150 
Sriharsadeva 13 

Srihlra 49-51 

^rikan^ha 43 

Srkara . 67, 92,97.183 



SrivallabhScarya 

55.61, 64. 

75f. 90, 123. 142 

Srivatsa 

202, 29, 49 

Snvatsesvara 

49 

Stcherbatsky 

25 

Stein 

136, 138 

Sthiiiryavicffra 

47f 

StWrosiddhi 

33f 

33» 106 

Suali 

99 

S(ubhadra) Jh5 

158 

Subhuti 

30 

Subcdha 

200f 

Sucarita Mi^ra 

11, lln 

Sucikara UpSdbySya 126, 157, 


173.173n 

iuddMbitnbd 

166 

Sulocan Jffl ^dhava 

204 

Sum po 

54n 

Sundara ThSkura 

173 

Surapati 

169, 169ri 

Surendrafel Tarkatirtha 110 

Sureivara 

186 

Sutrakara 

20. 22, 56 

Ta^dihfShmand 

145 

T<intrdfe4umudi 

189-91 

Tantravdrtika 

77 

TaranStha 

26, 54n 

Taranl MUra 76-9,101,145.150 

TarSpati 

202 

Tarka 

191 

Tarkabhdsa (of MoksSkara) 18 

^(of Kcfeva) 29, 42, 


64f. 102, in 


®pTdfeditfeS 34 


Tdrka-prakd^a 111 

^saftgraha 13 

“^tsiidava 39, 102,360 
^(ofKckva) m 
Tarkikacu damani 176 

TarkikaraksS 3, 50, 72 
TStp ary Scary a 22j58,58n ,151 
Tatpdiyfl(pflTi)iiid(yii 37f. 57 
TstparyatikS 5, 7, 11, 16, 19, 
23 f, 24, 28f. 33, 46, 
57f, 146, 198, 205 
Tattvabindu 22 

%odha 19,63.102,111,151 
(Cin^drnfini & 
Mani also) 
72.94. 96,104,108, 111, 
116f, 120, 128-130, 150, 
I50n,151-2,I59.164,176 


MtdhiH 197 

Tattvacmtama^l«lra 98 

T42th;fld?pim 194ft 

^kaumudi 28,57 


^Sloka 68.70.78,81vl 15, 
129, 144n, 146. 
149, 151 

°nir?mya' 82, 121,165 

‘^pradipikS 62 

*sdTntfe|3 22 

Tibs ( Tatparya -) 15, 60, 151 
ftfej ( KnanJvali -) 57 

"Jilaklra 22,145 

7*tpiwnfllw ( of ^rikanthd ) 43 
Tit hitattvacintSmaifi 17 5 
Tridaft^matabhSeyakara 35 
Trilccana 6, 16, 23,28f, 33, 36f 


Trtpadmtttntnjayii 91 

TrirfltT?'mband^citJyflIihy3 137, 

166 

^tattvahodhd 78,110 
TritalSvacchedckatsvSda 205n 

Tautatika 57 

TvantopidhySya 72, 128-30, 

I33f 

Udayabhadta 

UdayanScarya 1-1 !• Hn, 12, 

14-5,18,20-2,29.31,35, 
37f. 40-5,50-2, 54,56-66, 
69, 72,74,84,87,91,93f, 
97. 102, 108, 110,123, 
137, l4S.161f.166f.201f 
Vd/iydnacarita 5 

Vddyota (on Nib^mllwr of 

Divlkara) 70, 72.118. 
137,145.166,177 
UddyotakSra 23,68 

UaiSpatl 187 

Umesha MiSra 67f, 197n 
VpSdhiddTpayyi 167 

*vdrtika 63 

UpamSna{-cintSnuiy}i) IS, 97, 

108,190 
^saf^rahc 74,108,127 

VpcskSra 59, 

91,113. 131,141f 
U^yakSraka 110 

Vacaspati 1 5, Ilf, 16-23, 230, 
24, 24-9, 31, 33-38. 46. 
52,57f,8!, 87,146f. 153. 

158. 205 


N^caapati II 2n. 11,19, 45, 68. 
70.77-9,85f,98f,109.111, 
137, 143. 145f, 149-56. 

162, 181, 194 
Vac^ Jhi (Dharmadatta) 203, 

205 

VsddnySya 23 

VSdivIgiivara 56. 64,90 
VSdIndra 8f, 55. 60. 62. 64, 

lOlf, 167 ^ 
Vsdivinoda 19, 68, 79. 86,113, 
115, 131,134f, 137,140-2. 202 


Vagiia 198, 202f 

.VaibhSaika 146 

VaUeaika 2.176, 193 

Vaihsikadariana 49 

141 

"sutravr^^' ‘ 142* 

Vaivdivataiiddh dnta 176 
®a5ta 176 
Vdkyap^iyc 199 

VallabhScSrya 141 

Vamadava Upldbyiya 194 
Vamana 30f 

VSmanavftti 146 

Vanaplla 26 

Vdftge Na,vyanySy(XCdrcS 8n, 

104n, 114.126,130. 


152, 185 

Varadaraja 35, 102, 134, 167 
Varadavdfnuiaika 36 

Vardhamana ( author of Gdtja- 
ratruinwihodadW) 47 

VardhamSna (Navya) 91 
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Vardhamlna Uj^dhySya 3, 9f, 
n. 16.19£, 34f, 40,45. 
56, 58-61. 63. 65. 68-70, 
72. 74-8, 84f, 92-4. 97f. 
100, 102, 104, 109-12, 
114, 117,123, 129.133f, 
137,139,142f. 145.151, 
160, 198. 205 
V2i$aga:^ya 146 

Virtiha 7. 16, 23 

Vssavadatt3 194 

Vasubandhu 146 

Vasudeva 86,119, 123f, 126 
^rvabhauma ( see 
Sarvabhauma also ) 66, 70. 

83, 126, 151, 155 
Va{eivara (UpSdhySya) 58, 94, 
118, 120f, 125,136,146. 
151, 163-9, 169n, 170, 
177. 101,104, 113. 164 
Vecana Jhl 197n 

Veda 191 

Vedanta 22i 35, 41, 151,171, 
173,177,187,190, 193.204 
VedSntatir^, N.C. 132 
Venkatanatha 38 

Vedanta achool 106 

Venis HI 

Vxbhaktyartkanvny^ya 197 
Yidhiviveha 25,27 

VidySbhufa^a, S.G. In. 5nj 6, 
is, 26, 31f, 53n, 54n, 
'• * 89,96,99,121 

Vid5^okila 53 


VidyanivSsa Bha^tacatya 66, 


80,85, 87.114 

Vidylpali 

42, 59 

VidySpatx^Uttcftgrahd 

158 

VidySranya 

44 

Vidyasagara 

102 

VidySsSgari 

43. 91 

Vijayacandra 

47, 49 

Vijayapra^asti 

49 

Vijayasena 

49 

YlSsa 

11 

Vilisakara 

71 

Vi^SlSmalavati 

31 

Visnupur3n<L 

121 

Vifnupuri 

I69n, 

Viauddhinanda Sarasvati 203 

Vilvadhara 

187f 

ViSvakarman 

66, 102 

Vidvanatha 163,169^ 186.168 

*Jha 

l. 201-3 

^PancSnana 45,146f 

®tiTtlia 

185 

Viivanipa 

23 

Vi^ve^ara 

182 

VIvaTiiijd 67, 92,151 

Vivaranal^ta 

3 

VivoTC^pdfljikS 

7 

Vivecana 

200 

Viveka 

67f. 119 

Vivekakara 

119-21 

ViVT^' : 

i04-. 

VySkar3J}<lsiddh3nUi^ 

30 

sudJh^idM 

. m 
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Vyaktiviveha ., 
VySpticarcS 

V^irptimraij^a 

Vy4ptipfl?lciik^ 
y/yaptydnugdmc 
VyavahdTocintSmni 
Vyleatirtha 39, 

Vyoma^ikhScSrya 

Vyomasivicarya 


46 Vyomav&Cx 8r 10*3,58, HCT 
14 Weber 99 

14 Wilson W 

204 Yadui^tha Sambhauma 19?n 

205 YajSapati 80f, 85 f, 122f, 126. 

J29 135,154-56,158f» l61j 

102.116 1^5,169.171,184 

12n YajSeSvara 
nf. 12n, Yo^nirrma 
13.58 Yukti(£piks 28 


205 

129 

102,116 


Errata 


Pile 

liie 

ioi 

Read 

48 

21 



74 

5 

Udyota 

Uddyota 

80 

6 

ssTTfir^^^ 


88 

2 

lacunas 

lacunas 


26 

exactly 

exactly 

118 

25 

Ja^esvara 

Va|elvara 

122 

26 

PksiidharoddhSTa 

Pah^haroddhsra 

142 

11 


Vrtti 

160 

15 

Yejnapatl 

Yajnapati 

165 

12 

quarel 

quarrel 

168 

27 



184 

17 

Gurukara^ 

Gurucara^ 

195 

19 

Mahomedan(?) 

Hindu 


In a few cases 'ch* has inadvertently been used instead 
.ofV fox'll 
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